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Arthur Scargill: rude surprise 


P olitical crisis, such as that caused 
by the imperialist ‘war against 
terrorism’, always tends to bring 
to a head divisions and contradictions. 
And organisations with a less than 
healthy attitude to open and democratic 
debate will inevitably be hit harder than 
most: differences that were previously 
hidden are forced to the surface by the 
need to respond to events of huge sig¬ 
nificance. 

Arthur Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party 
is a case in point. Its regime is the living 
embodiment of bureaucratic centralism, 
where any trace of membership initiative 
or self-activity has long since been 
snuffed out. Everything is decided at the 
top - specifically by Scargill himself, the 
general secretary. SLP policies, many of 
them never agreed or even discussed by 
the membership, bear the unmistakeable 
stamp of its labour king. 

When islamicist terrorists struck New 
York and Washington on September 11, 
Scargill reacted in his usual way, issuing 
his own statement on behalf of ‘his’ party 
and ensuring it was posted on the SLP 
website and printed on the front page of 
the next Socialist News, the SLP bi¬ 
monthly. He saw no need to call an emer¬ 
gency meeting of the national executive, 
which was due to meet on September 22 
in any case. 

As far as Scargill - and the rest of the 
world - was concerned, the SLP position 
had been determined: “The attacks ... 
should have come as no surprise. That 
there has been an appalling loss of life 
... was to be expected, bearing in mind 
that there are groups, including whoever 
was responsible for this unprecedented 
attack, which believe they have no op¬ 
tion but to hit back at a superpower that 
ignores United Nations resolutions and 
international law, and has indiscrimi¬ 
nately bombed countries including 
Libya, Iraq and Yugoslavia, with terrible 
consequences for the people, their soci¬ 
eties - and their economies” ( Socialist 
News October-November). 

Not a word of criticism, let alone con¬ 
demnation, for the perpetrators of those 
inhuman acts of barbarity. For Scargill it 
is to be “expected” that the crimes of im¬ 
perialism will be combated through the 
use of mass murder - with the aim of kill¬ 
ing as many people as possible. Tme, ac¬ 
cording to Scargill, “The Socialist Labour 
Party deplores the loss of life in the 
United States, as in other countries ... 
However, ... the devastation and death 
that descended on the US on Septem¬ 


ber 11 is a direct consequence of global 
capitalism, and of the determination of 
the US - and Nato - to try to dominate the 
world by force.” 

So in the eyes of Scargill all those who 
are opposed to “global capitalism” - no 
matter how reactionary their own pro¬ 
gramme - have carte blanche to use 
whatever methods they see fit, irrespec¬ 
tive of the “appalling loss of life”, irrespec¬ 


tive of their own aims. No wonder his 
normally supine executive did not quite 
see it that way. 

When the NEC met the following week, 
Scargill had a rude surprise. Far from get¬ 
ting his views rubber-stamped, for the first 
time in the short, sad history of the SLP 
Scargill was outvoted on the executive. 
The statement agreed by the NEC finally 
found its way into the hands of the mem¬ 


bership almost a month later. It reads: 

“Whilst the Socialist Labour Party 
deplores the loss of life in the United 
States, in an attack which rocked and 
shocked the world, it was an attack which 
should have come as no surprise, given 
the US policy in the Middle East. We not 
only condemn the attack on the World 
Trade Center and the Pentagon, but un¬ 
equivocally condemn the response 
which the USA, Britain and other nations 
plan to take against the alleged perpetra¬ 
tors .... 

“Our party asks all branches to con¬ 
vene meetings to explain why we con¬ 
demn both the hijack attacks in New 
York and the Pentagon and also con¬ 
demn the state terror of the US, Britain 
and others ” (original emphasis SLP In¬ 
formation Bulletin undated). 

This internal document does not ac¬ 
tually explain “why we condemn ... the 
hijack attacks”, so presumably the hand¬ 
ful of branches that have organised or 
eventually get around to convening 
meetings will have had to think up their 
own, no doubt pacifistic, reasons. The 
Information Bulletin referred to “a leaf¬ 
let outlining the party’s position” that had 
already been produced, but this has not 
been posted on the SLP website, where 
Scargill’s original statement can still be 
read. Nor was it distributed by SLP mem¬ 
bers at the mass CND demonstration in 
London on October 13. 

The website is administered by com¬ 
rades loti Brar and Carlos Rule, who are 
both supporters of the only remaining 
hard faction operating in the SLP - those 
around the ultra-Stalinite journal Lalkar, 
edited by Joti’s father, Harpal Brar. The 
Brarites, whose unstinting devotion to 
and heartfelt admiration for JV Stalin 
knows no bounds, also control the Lon¬ 
don regional committee. They have con¬ 
stituted themselves as Scargill’s most 
reliable, not to say sycophantic, allies 
and have been rewarded with leading 
positions, including on the NEC. 

No doubt Scargill was expecting to get 
his way at the September 22 executive 
meeting, when the Brarites, as usual, 
backed him to the hilt. Brar himself had 
already made his own views known in 
his bimonthly publication (formerly the 
journal of the Indian Workers Associa¬ 
tion): “The blame for this disaster [the 
September 11 attacks] must be put... on 
the US terrorist government... Today’s 
hijacks have shown that even without 
access to the multi-million-dollar high 
technology military hardware in the 


hands of the imperialists, the oppressed 
people of the world can strike back ... It 
is the need to fight back against injus¬ 
tice that fuelled the actions of the hijack¬ 
ers, who sacrificed their own lives in the 
cause of the need to resist” ( Lalkar Sep- 
tember-October). 

But the NEC, in a rare display of inde¬ 
pendent thinking, did not fall for this clap¬ 
trap. As if the perpetrators of the 
September 11 terror attacks (“this disas¬ 
ter”) bore no responsibility for their own 
vile actions! Scargill was overruled and 
the terrorists were duly condemned. 

But who, apart from the remaining 400 
or so SLP members, knows what the of¬ 
ficial SLP position is? Socialist News is 
edited by Scargill’s close supporter and 
confidante, Nell Myers, and no doubt he 
will claim that it was too late to change 
the front page. The production of the 
October-November edition was obvi¬ 
ously too far advanced by the Septem¬ 
ber 22 NEC meeting! As for the website, 
well, our Brarite friends have not both¬ 
ered to update it since the general elec¬ 
tion (except for posting Scargill’s own 
statement of course). You can still read 
that the SLP is going to stand 114 candi¬ 
dates on June 7 and that the “next issue” 
of Socialist News will contain all their 
details. 

The SLP is nearing the end of its po¬ 
litical life. That the collection of tired 
Scargillites that make up the majority of 
the NEC have actually rebelled against 
Scargill, their mentor, marks a new phase 
in the party's degeneration. 

But surely there is a warning here for 
other left groups. The Socialist Workers 
Party - a much larger and vastly more 
dynamic organisation than the SLP - also 
refuses to condemn the September 11 
outrages and keeps a shamefaced silence 
on its clearly implied support for the Tali¬ 
ban. The SWP too had to give way on 
the use of the ‘c’ word when it came to 
the revised official statement of the Stop 
the War Coalition (see Weekly Worker 
November 1). 

But the fundamental problem still re¬ 
mains. Like the SLP, the SWP does not 
operate an open, democratic regime, 
where the expression of opinion by the 
membership, as opposed to the panoting 
of the leadership’s latest line, is actively 
encouraged. When it is a question of 
such an untenable position as the refusal 
to condemn the September 11 attacks - 
and the dishonest way this is explained 
- then it is inviting trouble • 

Simon Harvey 
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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of space. 
Some names may have been 
changed 


Afghanistan 

problem 

I must set the record straight about your re¬ 
port. ‘Third camp: our war aims', and what I 
was supposed to have said at the meeting in 
question (Weekly Worker October 25). 

I argued quite clearly that the Gulf War over 
Kuwait was an imperialist war between Anglo- 
US imperialism and the Iraqi capitalist ruling 
class. The Revolutionary Democratic Group 
stood for the defeat of both sides. Whichever 
side lost the war would create the circum¬ 
stances for democratic revolution. This is ex¬ 
actly what happened. Popular revolution 
swept across Kurdistan and southern Iraq. 
Bush halted the war in order to save the de¬ 
feated Saddam Hussein from popular demo¬ 
cratic revolution. 

Some British groups like the Socialist Work¬ 
ers Pally and Workers Power supported Iraq. 
The RDG argued that in the name of ‘anti- 
imperialism’ they were supporting the Iraqi 
capitalists. It was a classic popular front. With 
the current war, we might easily slip into the 
same position: ‘defeat for both sides’ versus 
‘support for one side’. Delete Saddam Hus¬ 
sein and substitute Taliban and fight the same 
war again. That is basically what is happen¬ 
ing, with the SWP and Workers Power on one 
side and the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, 
CPGB and RDG taking the other. 

I then suggested that the situation was 
more complex than simply an auto-repeat of 
the Gulf War line. For one tiling Afghanistan 
was divided internally and civil war was al¬ 
ready going on between the Taliban and the 
Northern Alliance. I made the analogy of a war 
between the BNP controlling the south and 
the NF in the north. Now US imperialism was 
backing the NF didn’t mean that we should! 
This may not be a perfect analogy, but it does 
not mean that I have illusions in the Taliban 
or the Northern Alliance. But simply being 
anti-Taliban might imply we supported or were 
sympathetic to the Northern Alliance. 

The question for communists on the 
ground is surely how the democratic move¬ 
ment within Afghanistan, to the extent that 
there is one, can develop correct tactics to 
exploit these contradictions for the advance 
of secularism, democracy and self-determina¬ 
tion for the Afghan people. 

I didn’t claim to have the answer to the prob¬ 
lem. However, I did say that Pakistan was the 
key to the situation. There was a possibility 
of democratic revolution to overthrow the 
Pakistan military government. This would be 
a major blow to British-US imperialism. Ac¬ 
cording to your report I am supposed to have 
speculated “whether we should support the 
Musharaf military regime or the islamic oppo¬ 
sition’’. That is complete bollocks. I “won¬ 
dered” nothing of the kind. 

What I said was that the crisis was an op¬ 
portunity for the overthrow of the regime. The 
source of democratic revolution is the mass 
anti-war movement on the streets. We 
shouldn’t suggest that the only anti-war 
forces were islamic fundamentalists. There is 
a mass working class movement, which must 
seize the opportunity to overthrow the regime. 
The implication of this was a united front be¬ 
tween the working class socialist movement 
and the islamic opposition. This does not 
mean having illusions in religion. 

If anything, the closest analogy I can think 
of is the Iranian democratic revolution in 1979. 
The working class and islamic movement 
overthrew the shah. We know the great vic¬ 
tory for democracy that was. We know the 
reactionary outcome it had. But the eventual 
victory of the Iranian islamicists was not pre¬ 
determined. No doubt if the Bolsheviks had 
been in Iran the outcome would have been 
very different. 

The recent and unprecedented murder of 
Pakistan’s Christians is surely a sign of how 
desperate the military government is. That 
looks like a classic counterrevolutionary po¬ 
grom-type manoeuvre. It was the kind of 
thing the tsarist secret police did when feel¬ 
ing threatened by a popular movement. It is 
not inconceivable that the Musharaf secret 


police organised those murders in order to 
blame and divide the anti-war movement. The 
murders will certainly strengthen the regime 
by spreading fear as to what would happen if 
the regime was overthrown. 

Steve Freeman 
RDG 

Reactionary peace 

The following letter by Dragan Plavsic re¬ 
cently appeared in Socialist Worker : 

“One argument I have heard in the anti-war 
movement is that we should also oppose fun¬ 
damentalism and terrorism by raising slogans 
against them together with the slogan, ‘Stop 
the war’. I think this is wrong because it con¬ 
fuses and dilutes what must be our real mes¬ 
sage. Our enemy is here at home - US and UK 
imperialism, whose contempt for the op¬ 
pressed in the Middle East lies at the root of 
this war. 

“We should not forget that the US is a world 
power with the capacity to cause death on a 
world scale. The loss of life in the World Trade 
Center was terrible, but the US slaughtered 
100.000 Iraqis in the Gulf War and 500.000 chil¬ 
dren since with sanctions. 

‘This is why the critical issue for us in the 
west is, are you against the war? The great 
strength of the growing anti-war movement 
is its focus on building a broad anti-imperial¬ 
ist coalition under the clear, unifying slogan 
of ‘Stop the war’. Our message must be clear. 
Our rulers want war - we want peace. That is 
the only basis upon which a genuinely anti¬ 
imperialist movement can be built" (Novem¬ 
ber 3). 

This short letter perfectly encapsulates 
everything that is wrong with the SWP’s ap¬ 
proach to the war. Rather than trying to bring 
revolutionary politics to the growing anti-war 
movement - like the perspective of turning the 
imperialist war into a revolutionary civil war - 
the SWP comrades instead want to deliver it 
up to the forces of liberalistic/legalistic paci¬ 
fism and reactionary islamicism. If all we want 
is “peace” - ie, just to stop the war - then it 
does indeed make logical sense to court, if not 
cuddle up to, islamic fundamentalists. You can 
be pretty sure that Osama bin Laden and the 
Taliban regime in Afghanistan are also against 
the war and are for “peace” ... and god help 
all those who would become victims of their 
peace. 

Leninists are for class war and revolution, 
not the peace of the oppressors - whether 
they be George Bush, Tony Blair, bin Laden 
or Mohammed Omar. 

Danny Hammill 

South London 


Church against war 

All Hallows Church in Hyde Park, Leeds 
agreed at a congregational meeting on Sun¬ 
day October 28 to affiliate to the Leeds Stop 
the War Coalition and to support the Novem¬ 
ber 18 demonstration against the war in Lon¬ 
don. They agreed to cancel their main Sunday 
service that day in order to encourage church 
members to attend the demonstration and 
agreed to hold a communion service at the 
start of the demonstration in London. 

The congregation also agreed to work in¬ 
dividually and as a community to dispel anti- 
islamic feeling in the wider society and to seek 
positive solutions to the current situation by 
educating themselves about the wisdom of 
the islamic faith and also about the current 
world situation. From November 7 every 
Wednesday evening All Hallows will hold 
prayers for peace and justice at 7.30pm, fol¬ 
lowed by an educational with an invited 
speaker. 

It is our duty as people of faith to stand in 
solidarity with our muslim brothers and sis¬ 
ters against rising islamophobia and also to 
stand against the atmosphere of revenge that 
surrounds the current US-initiated bombing 
campaign in Afghanistan. We condemn 
wholeheartedly the atrocity of September 11, 
but we also condemn the bombing of an in¬ 
nocent people in a country verging on fam¬ 
ine and decimated by 20 years of war and 
superpower hypocrisy. War is not the an¬ 
swer. 

We are making a stand against the war by 
joining the Stop the War coalition, but we are 
also committing ourselves as a community to 
explore alternative possibilities through our 
educational programme on the current sinia- 
tion. We welcome participation in these events 
by all people of goodwill, of any faith or none. 
Ray Gaston 
Vicar, All Hallows, Leeds 

Drugs 

Jim Gilbert, are you serious? To use drugs is 
up to the individual? And society should pick 
up the pieces if anyone needs help? ( Weekly 
Worker November 1). You are dragging the 
name of communism in the dirt. If you think 
that people using heroin are going to change 
society, you need help. 

Socialism is about creating a human soci¬ 
ety, not a hell hole on earth. I know: my cousin 
has been using drugs and is absolutely flicked 
up in his head. 

With hopes of a rethink. 

Lennart 

Sweden 



Paper 

responsibilities 


Naturally, Weekly Worker readers will be 
shocked by the revelation that British com¬ 
panies - in the words of The Guardian - 
are ‘Tailing in their coiporate social respon¬ 
sibility”. 

According to its survey the 100 biggest 
companies in the UK are contributing just 
0.4% of their pre-tax profits to charity and 
“community projects” - apparently less 
than half the average set by American busi¬ 
nesses. Digby Jones, director general of 
the CBI. commented: “I will be calling on 
my members to get better engaged in so¬ 
ciety, not just here in Britain, but wherever 
they operate.” 

We too in the Weekly Worker would ap¬ 
peal to all our readers to give a definite per¬ 
centage of your income. Comrades, 
remember your pro -party responsibilities! 
Yes, we want your donations, and we are 


sure you can manage better than the CBI 
bosses - at least in terms of proportion. 

Last month we met our £450 monthly tar¬ 
get with relative ease - leaving us £27.50 in 
the black. So we have high expectations 
for this month. And we are on track. 
Thanks go to comrades TR and CM (£25 
each), AE (£20), FG and JK (£15), TL and 
MD (£10), and ER (£5) 

This brings our total so far to an encour¬ 
aging £125. Comrades, let’s make sure we 
bust through our target again to compen¬ 
sate for the deficit built up in the early part 
of the year • 

Robbie Rix 


Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to Weekly 
Worker 


Scottish 
Socialist Party 

CWI’s Stott 

resigns 



Success: but not for Peter Taaffe 


P hilip Stott, member of the Scottish Socialist Party ex¬ 
ecutive committee and SSP area organiser for the North 
East of Scotland, has, after a period of discussion with 
his comrades in the Committee for a Workers International, 
decided to resign from his post. 

Among his reasons for doing so he cites the approach of 
the SSP to the war - that the SSP has dissolved itself into the 
anti-war movement. He says he would not insist that the anti¬ 
war coalition should deal with role of imperialism, the role of 
capitalism in creating war, but that a socialist party should. 
Neither Scottish Socialist Voice nor the SSP’s pamphlet on 
the war do that. The SSP should be able to work in a broad 
coalition without dropping its banner, he says. 

According to comrade Stott, the CWI feels that a clear, con¬ 
sistent approach is needed over issues such as the war, which 
is why Peter Taaffe’s Scottish comrades began to publish their 
factional paper International Socialist - sold both inside and 
outwith the SSP. They have also set up International Socialist 
Resistance, which aims at tapping into the youth and the anti¬ 
capitalist movement - the CWI alleges that the SSP leadership 
has not done this successfully. 

So the CWI is quite openly breaching the SSP guidelines - 
which, for example, frowns on platforms (factions) selling their 
journals to the public. These guidelines were introduced at 
the conference earlier this year despite the opposition from 
the CWI and many others, including the CPGB. The comrades 
say there is a need to work both inside and outside of the SSP 
in order to build a Marxist organisation. Comrade Stott told 
me that there is no intention of dropping out of the SSP and 
that the CWI will continue to encourage non-members to join 
the party. “The building of a Marxist organisation can only 
benefit the SSP”. 

You might think it would be in the CWI’s interest to main¬ 
tain the influence it exerts on the membership as a whole 
through having a member on the executive, and in the North 
East of Scotland through an area organiser. Apparently not. 
Comrade Stott thinks that his influence on the executive is lim¬ 
ited because of the domination of the International Socialist 
Movement - the former Scottish Militant Labour majority who 
split with Taaffe last year - and the creation of the Socialist 
Worker Platform in May this year out of what was the SWP in 
Scotland. He feels that he would have a much bigger effect in 
his own branch and working, amongst others, with youth as 
a full-time CWI organiser. 

Clearly the CWI has decided that the building up of its own 
sect is of far greater importance than working within the SSP 
to establish the mass workers’ party it claims to want • 

Sarah McDonald 
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CPGB AGGREGATE 


Politics of growth 


A n aggregate of CPGB members, 
held on Saturday November 3 in 
central London, debated the two 
key questions currently facing the work¬ 
ing class movement: the imperialist war 
and the moves towards unity in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. 

In the morning session comrade Tina 
Becker opened a debate on the war in Af¬ 
ghanistan and the response of the left. 
She said it was an atypical war. There are 
no clear war aims. It is not about expand¬ 
ing the markets or gaining access to raw 
materials. During this phase of capitalist 
development capital has few problems in 
obtaining necessary raw materials and 
little interest in exporting production to 
the so-called ‘third world’. Most trade 
and most foreign investment is between 
the North America-EU-Japan metropoles 
of finance capital. Furthermore, with the 
Tory opposition in crisis, Blair has no 
need to turn to war in order to boost his 
popularity, as Thatcher did in the Falk- 
lands in 1982. The primary purpose of the 
war is political - to force a recalcitrant re¬ 
gime into obedience, to reinforce US 
world hegemony. 

For the ruling class in Britain and the 
US there are potential negative effects of 
the war, said comrade Becker. Bombing 
one of the poorest countries in the world 
is unpopular in Britain and Europe. A 
strong anti-war movement could turn the 
tide at home. 

Comrade Becker reiterated her view 
that the SWP-dominated leadership of 
the anti-war movement is mistaken in 
claiming that people neither want nor 
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need to augment the ‘stop the war’ mes¬ 
sage. People - at work, in the pubs, at 
home - are debating the politics of the war 
and seeking alternative responses to the 
atrocities of September 11. Just saying 
‘no’ is not enough. We in the CPGB want 
the broadest and most principled anti¬ 
war movement. That means more than 
securing the backing of a few reaction¬ 
ary mullahs. We must win the mass - trade 
unions, women, anticapitalist youth, 
Christians, muslims, Jews and nonbeliev¬ 
ers. Far from weakening or lessening that 
mass, politics actually is necessary to 
build it into a force that can have an im¬ 
pact on society. It is with this in mind that 
the CPGB wants the anti-war movement 
to oppose islamic fundamentalism and 
bin Laden’s terrorism. At the same time 
the Socialist Alliance must take a lead 
and bring forward the programme of so¬ 
cialism. 

Comrade Becker criticised the SWP 
leadership for its refusal to condemn the 
ultra-reactionary politics of the Taliban 
regime. She said if you insist on only criti¬ 
cising one side in a conflict, it will natu¬ 
rally be assumed that you support the 
other side. But there is no need to choose 
between support for the Taliban and 
support for imperialism. There is inde¬ 
pendent working class politics. 

Comrade Becker criticised the SWP for 
tailing pacifism and islam, and its failure 


to distinguish between the people of 
Afghanistan and the regime that op¬ 
presses them. 

However, despite our criticisms of the 
Stop the War Coalition, and the undemo¬ 
cratic way the CPGB was excluded from 
participation in the leadership, comrade 
Becker insisted that the Party will remain 
fully involved. 

Some comrades disagreed with com¬ 
rade Becker’s analysis that imperialism 
has no economic motivation for making 
war on Afghanistan, pointing to the pro¬ 
posed oil pipeline to be run through the 
country. It was, after all, US oil interests 
that helped to finance George W Bush 
and his father before him. 

Several speakers in the debate empha¬ 
sised the need to ruthlessly criticise the 
deceitfulness and opportunism of the 
SWP, as displayed at the October 28 Stop 
the War meeting, and some warned that 
the behaviour of the SWP provided a 
foretaste of what we can expect after the 
Socialist Alliance December 1 confer¬ 
ence. 

After lunch comrade John Bridge 
spoke about the submissions for the 
conference. Two questions were high¬ 
lighted. First, programme. He described 
the SWP’s ‘aims’ as sentimental or ethi¬ 
cal socialism. Secondly, leadership. He 
also criticised the national council pro¬ 
posed by the SWP, which would set up 


a dual power constitution and a poten¬ 
tial conflict between this body and the 
executive committee. 

The SWP has failed to act as a respon¬ 
sible leadership of the Socialist Alliance. 
It has not built on the success of the gen¬ 
eral election; there has been a growth of 
national membership but branch activ¬ 
ity is declining. Comrade Bridge said that 
independent Socialist Alliance members 
were unhappy with the lack of dynamism 
shown by the SWP, in particular the lack 
of a paper and the poor response to the 
events of September 11. Comrade Bridge 
hoped that an alternative leadership, a 
pro-party bloc, would emerge from the 
December 1 conference. 

The aggregate concluded with a brief 
report from national organiser Mark 
Fischer. The circulation of the Weekly 
Worker is growing, but the increase in 
electronic readership is even faster. 
About 600 people visit the Party website 
evety day, mostly young people who use 
the internet to seek political answers. For 
these people especially, communism is 
no longer associated with the Soviet Un¬ 
ion, but with the ideas of Marx and Lenin, 
and modem technology makes it easier 
for them to get hold of communist ideas. 
An average of one person per day en¬ 
quiries about Party membership. The po¬ 
tential for continued growth is therefore 
good, but comrade Fisher criticised some 
elements in the Party for having a pas¬ 
sive and amateurish attitude to contacts 
and recruitment. 

Comrade Fischer described the con¬ 
tinuing difficulty of organising recruits. 
The existence of Socialist Alliance 
branches around the country provides 
the opportunity for these comrades to 
operate in a political environment and 
learn to become effective working class 
politicians. There is no contradiction be¬ 
tween building the CPGB and building 
a future Socialist Alliance party. Com¬ 
rades supporting the Socialist Alliance 
project tend to slowly gravitate towards 
the CPGB because we advocate what 
the project, and the class, needs to 
move forward. 

Political education is crucial in the de¬ 
velopment of cadre, and comrade 
Fischer urged members outside London 
to make more effort to organise their own 
seminars and to come to events such 
as central Party schools and the annual 
Communist University • 

Mary Godwin 

CPGB 
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notts@cpgb.org.uk 

Scotland: 

Scotland @ cpgb. org.uk 

Surrey: surrey@cpgb.org.uk 

Wales: wales@cpgb.org.uk 




CPGB London 
seminars 

Sunday November 11, 5pm - 
‘Jurgen Habermas’s conception 
of modernity’, using Istvan 
Meszaros’s The power of 
ideology as a study guide. 

Sunday November 18, no 
seminar - national demonstration 
called by the Stop the War 
Coalition. 

Coalition Against 
Sanctions and 
War in Iraq 

Saturday November 10, 1 lam to 
5pm, Dockers’ Casa Club, 29 
Hope Street, Liverpool (close to 
Lime Street station). 

Speakers include Felicity 
Arbuthnot (journalist and 
researcher for John Pilger), 
Worker-Communist Party of 
Iraq, Federation for Iraqi 
Refugees and Revolutionary 
Association of Women of 
Afghanistan (invited). Entrance 
£3.50 (waged), £2 (unwaged); 
free for refugees and asylum- 
seekers. For further details 
(including transport to be 
arranged) e-mail: 
MCR_Coalition@yahoo.co.uk 
or call: 0161-286 7950. 

NCRM 

National Civil Rights Movement 
annual general meeting and 
festival for peace, justice and 
human rights - Saturday 
November 10 and Sunday 
November 11, first floor, 
University of London Union, 
Malet Street, London WC1. 

For more information and on-line 
booking form, visit: http:// 
www.ncrm.org.uk/festival or 
contact NCRM on 020 8574 0818 
or020 8843 2333. 

Tyneside SA 

Day school, Saturday November 
11,12.30pm-5pm, Northumber¬ 
land university, Ellison Building, 
Ellison Place, Newcastle-on- 
Tyne. Workshops on the war, 
fighting racism and cannabis. 

Stop 

privatisation 

National Union to Defend Public 
Services conference, Saturday 
November 24,1 lam-4pm. Union 
of London Union, Malet Street, 
London WC1. 

Supported by Communication 
Workers Union Broad Left, Left 
Unity (PCS), London regional 
committee MSF, Socialist 
Teachers Alliance (NUT), United 
Left (Unison). 

More information: Chris 
Baugh, 133 Highcross Road, 
Poulton-le-Fylde, Lancashire, 
FY68BX; 

pcsleftunity@tesco.net 

Party wills 

The CPGB has forms available 
for you to include the Party and 
the struggle for communism in 
your will. Write for details. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary 
Democratic Group write to: PO 
Box 6773, Dundee DD11YL. 



www.mwaw.org 



www.stopwar.org.uk 


CPGB day school 

Sunday December 2, 1 lam - 5 pm. University of London Union, Room 3A 
Malet Sheet, London. Nearest tubes: Goodge Street or Russell Square. 
Session One (1 lam - 1.30pm): the Socialist Alliance and the anti-war movement 
- Mike Marqusee (SA executive), Nick Wrack (SA executive), Mark Fischer 
(CPGB), Dave Nellist invited. 

Session Two (2.30pm - 5.00pm): Reactionary anti-capitalism. What is islamic 
fundamentalism? Speakers from Organisation of Revolutionary Workers of Iran, 
Worker-Communist Party of Iraq, Clive Bradley (AWL), John Bridge (CPGB). 
SWP speaker invited. 


SA conference 

Sunday December 1 - Logan Hall, Institute of Education, Bedford Way, Lon¬ 
don. £12 (waged); £6 (unwaged). Send cheques, made payable to ‘Socialist 
Alliance’, to Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, El 4TR. To confirm that you 
areanational member, call 0207-7913138 ore-mail: office@socialistalliance.net 

Independent fringe meeting 

Lunchtime, room 2D, University of London Union. Organised by independ¬ 
ent SA members. Speakers: Mike Marqusee; others to be confirmed. 

For a democratic and effective SA 
fringe meeting 

After conference assessment: ‘What now for the Socialist Alliance?’ Speak¬ 
ers: Dave Church, Martin Thomas, Jack Conrad. Room 3A, ULU, Malet Street. 

SA appeal 

£1,000 is urgently needed for placards and leaflets for the massive anti-war 
demonstration on November 18 to ensure that the SA has the highest profile 
possible. Cheques, made payable to ‘Socialist Alliance’, should be sent to 
‘Materials Fund’, Socialist Alliance, Wickham House, 10 Cleveland Way, Lon¬ 
don, El 4TR. To make credit card donations ring 0207 791 3138. 

Burnley SA 

The Socialist Alliance is standing candidates in two council by-elections in 
Burnley on November 22, against New Labour and the BNP. Help urgently 
needed. For more details e-mail helen.christie@care4free.net 

Ipswich SA 

Peter Leech, SA general election candidate for Ipswich, will be contesting the 
first parliamentary by-election since the general election - polling date to be 
confirmed. Ipswich SA needs to raise £1.500 urgently. To get involved or to 
donate phone 01473 405167 or07960 026661; ore-mail isa_news@hotmail.com. 
Send cheques, payable to ‘Ipswich Socialist Alliance’, to PO Box 35, Ipswich 
IP2 9TX. Credit card donations can be taken via the SA national office on 0207 
7913138. 

Socialist 
Allianc 
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DEBATING THE WAR 


Greenwich 

Strengths and weaknesses 


G reenwich Unison organised a ‘Stop 
the war’ public meeting on November 
1 that attracted over 100 local activists. 
Speakers included Bruce Kent (ex-chair. 
Campaign for Nuclear Disarmament), Liz 
Davies (Socialist Alliance, but speaking for the 
Stop the War Coalition), Guy Taylor (Global¬ 
ise Resistance) and Chrissie Ross, an East 
Greenwich methodist minister who, it seems, 
was a last-minute substitute for the advertised 
London Unison speaker. At the front were 
Unison and National Union of Teachers ban¬ 
ners, and to the side were stalls from Unison, 
the Socialist Party, Stop the War Coalition and 
Greenwich Socialist Alliance. The Socialist 
Workers Party, though obviously there in 
numbers, preferred to wear other hats until the 
end, when Socialist Worker appealed for sale. 

Ade Walters, vice-chair of Greenwich Uni¬ 
son, opened proceedings. Comrade Walters 
explained that the meeting had been called to 
“enable ordinary people to voice opposition 
to the war”. Bruce Kent concentrated on the 
“immorality, illegality and stupidity” of the 
military attack on Afghanistan - which he de¬ 
scribed as akin to chucking petrol on a fire. 
US foreign policy, he said, would have dire 
consequences for much of the world, but he 
thought this could be counteracted through 
the use of legal proceedings in accordance 
with international law. 

Chrissie Ross (Methodist) voiced her sur¬ 
prise at being asked to speak at such a meet¬ 
ing. However, she explained how she had 
discussed it with her daughters, Abigail and 
Mimsy, who had advised her to “tell them to 
make love, not war”. Admitting to being an 
“emotional pacifist” opposed to all war, her 
solution was to “work with god”. Ms Ross 
said she was amazed at the timidity of the 
church - “Where are their voices?” she asked. 

Guy Taylor (Globalise Resistance) rose to 
speak and was met with spontaneous and 
almost orgasmic glee from the GR/SWP sec¬ 
tion of the audience. Somewhat embarrassed, 
comrade Taylor quipped, “I haven’t said any¬ 
thing yet.” The first socialist speaker, comrade 
Taylor treated us to a series of rather trite and 
confused radical liberal statements. He re¬ 
ferred to profits from war, the flexing of US 
muscle and an ever so soft “We have to cam¬ 
paign for a better world - a world without weap¬ 
ons”. Following John Pilger, he ascribed 
imperialism’s motive for the war to its desire 
to install an oil pipeline across Afghanistan. 
He summed up this crude reductionism with 
the remark: "You can’t have McDonalds with¬ 
out McDonald Douglas - wherever the mili¬ 
tary goes, there goes economics.” 

Liz Davies began with an outright condem¬ 
nation of the September 11 attack and, being 
a lawyer, went on to say that the perpetrators 
should be brought to justice - citing for exam¬ 
ple the International Criminal Court, not rati¬ 
fied by the US for fear of being brought before 
it. Referring to the bombing of Afghanistan 
as heaping injustice on a long suffering peo¬ 
ple, comrade Davies was careful to confine her 
condemnation to the American government 
and not its people. 

Despite her description of the Taliban as an 
“awful and oppressive” regime, comrade 
Davies argued that the US and Britain have 
no right to depose them - it is for the Afghan 
people to determine their own future. Calling 
for a “third way”, comrade Davies said we 
should stand shoulder to shoulder with the 
Afghan people - against the bombing and the 
Taliban. 

Identifying herself as a socialist, comrade 
Davies was for a broad movement in which 
differences could be discussed between us 
as friends, hi the long term we need to build a 
new world order; in the short term we need to 
stop this war. This was, despite some weak¬ 
nesses, the most balanced and progressive 
speech from the top table. 

Speaking from the floor. Greenwich Unison 
branch secretary Onay Kasab (SP) enumer¬ 



ated three reasons why he felt trade union¬ 
ists have to be involved in the movement to 
stop the war: (1) that it was in the main our 
fellow brother and sister trade unionists who 
were killed on September 11; (2) that it will be 
the working class that pays for the war; and 
(3) that the voice of working class people 
needs to be heard. Arguing that it was not 
enough merely to oppose the war, comrade 
Kasab said we have to have answers for those 
who say, ‘What about the terrorists?’ Point¬ 
ing to the danger of islamic fundamentalism - 
especially should a Taliban-style regime take 
over in nuclear-armed Pakistan - comrade 
Kasab highlighted the need to address issues 
such as Palestine. Avoiding legalistic ‘solu¬ 
tions’, comrade Kasab said it was for the Af¬ 
ghan people to overthrow the Taliban. 

Another SP comrade, Chris Moore, said 
how pleased he was that the SWP had now 
changed its position and had agreed to con¬ 
demn the attacks on September 11. He went 
on to say that we have to look at solutions in 
answer to the domination of US foreign policy. 
So far as comrade Moore was concerned, we 
need to fight for the democratisation of soci¬ 
ety, control of the oil companies and ultimately 
socialism. 

A number of other speakers from the SWP 
(wearing various hats) and a member of the 
Communist Party of Britain made anti-war, 
anti-US statements, one SWPer urging us to 
“go and leaflet the mosques!” Frances Hook 
(Greenwich Stop the War Coalition) called for 
an all-inclusive campaign, but went on to ar¬ 
gue that “political” groups should “hold 
back” in the interests of a broad anti-wai'move¬ 
ment. 

Daphne Liddle (New Communist Party) 
stated that relying on legal process was a 
mistake, but she did not go along with com¬ 


The meeting was 
a very welcome 
Unison initiative 
and has 

certainly given a 
boost to the 
local Stop the 
War Coalition, 
bringing 
together a 
number of union 
activists 


rade Taylor’s oil pipeline theory: for her Sep¬ 
tember 11 was merely the excuse to solve a 
crisis of overproduction. Our comrade from 
the NCP at least had the merit of arguing that 
war is a feature of capitalism and that to end 
war we need to end capitalism. 

Was the meeting a success? Certainly it 
was a very welcome Unison initiative and, 
given the short notice, 100-plus was a good 
turnout. It has certainly given a boost to the 
local Stop the War Coalition, bringing to¬ 
gether a number of union activists. However, 
as well as commenting on the positive as¬ 
pects upon which we can build, we also need 
to identify the negative, so that we may over¬ 
come them. 

In this respect there were two main weak¬ 
nesses. Firstly, as a union-organised event we 
have to admit that there were virtually no rank 
and file members present - 99% of the audi¬ 
ence were activists of one sort or another. 


mostly members or supporters of left groups. 
Comrade Walters had asked from the chair that 
campaigning in the workplace be discussed 
at the end of the meeting - but it did not hap¬ 
pen. Secondly, the meeting was fairly typical 
in its pacifistic, liberal sentiment, its legalism 
and its subordination of independent work¬ 
ing class politics - despite the odd peppering 
of socialist rhetoric. With strict time limits there 
was tittle room for real political debate. A good 
initiative, successful to a point - but we can 
and should do better. 

In place of various left groups with differ¬ 
ing analyses, methods and aims we need a 
united working class party able to advance 
independent working class solutions, a party 
able to lead a broad movement, not tail it. Here 
the development of the Socialist Alliance into 
a fighting revolutionary party of the class is 
key • 

Alan Stevens 


r 


Join the Scottish Socialist Party 

Please send me details about joiningthe SSP 



ttish 
Socialist 
arty 


n 


Name 


Address 


I Town/city _Postcode_ I 

' Phone_Email _ : 

] Return this form to Scottish Socialist Party, 73 Robertson Street, g 

] Glasgow, G2 8QD or‘phone 0141-2217714 g 

I_I 
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ANTI-WAR MOVEMENT 

Socialists tail 
islamic reaction 


ISLAM 

WILL DOMINATEl 

THE WORLD 


”l» is he who has sect the 

Osen of truth (Isiam ), In outer for M lo bi 


_ 


Broad movement, yes. Intimidation, no 


T he Socialist Workers Party's tendency 
to tail islamic fundamentalism was re¬ 
cently displayed in Birmingham. 

On Monday October 29 around 1,500 people 
crowded into the Rex Centre in Small Heath 
to show their opposition to the ‘war against 
terrorism’ which imperialism is waging against 
Afghanistan. The meeting was initially called 
by the mosque. However, it was agreed to 
broaden its appeal at the instigation of the Stop 
the War Coalition. 

Nothing untowards so far. Indeed, there 
were many positive aspects to the rally. This 
was one of the largest political meetings Bir¬ 
mingham had seen in years. The size and di¬ 
versity of the meeting shows the potential 
strength of the anti-war movement. It was 
good that ordinary muslims turned up to hear 
the views of George Monbiot, Guardian col¬ 
umnist and Globalise Resistance steering com¬ 
mittee member, and - even more so - leading 
SWP member, John Rees, who is also a na¬ 
tional organiser for the Stop the War Coali¬ 
tion. How often do ordinary muslims get to 
hear the opinions of revolutionary socialists? 

Comrade Rees reminded the audience of the 
United States’ brutal imperialist war against 
the Vietnamese people and their fight for self- 
determination. The forces of national libera¬ 
tion eventually stopped US imperialism in its 
tracks. Comrade Rees pointed out how the 
anti-war protests and movement in America - 
and also Europe - helped to make it impossi¬ 
ble for the war to continue. In 1973 US impe¬ 
rialism was forced to ignobly scuttle out of 
Vietnam on the skids of helicopters and the 
country was reunified two years later. 

True, this speech by comrade Rees went 
hand in hand with a fiercely anti-communist 
tirade by Zaid Shakir, a local imam and profes¬ 
sor of political science. But between the two 
it is obvious who would emerge as winner. 

However, there were negative aspects. First, 
the treatment dealt out to comrade Aresh, an 
Iranian socialist and active member of the 
Socialist Alliance. Before the meeting started, 
the comrade had been handing out leaflets de¬ 
nouncing islamic fundamentalism. For this 
heinous offence the comrade was punished. 


He was refused admission to the meeting, and 
when he protested, chased down the street 
and physically threatened (see below). 

Worse still, the British-Asian women who at¬ 
tended the meeting - but not the white or black 
women - were pressurised by the islamicists 
into sitting in a separate section of the hall. 
When one British-Asian woman objected to 
this sexual segregation and other leftwingers 
became involved, the local SWP full-timer ewn- 
tually intervened in her favour... but very, veiy 
reluctantly. This comrade was obviously un¬ 
der orders to be ‘nice to the fundamentalists’. 

In the light of the events of October 29, a 
Birmingham Stop the War committee meeting 


I was distributing a leaflet entitled ‘Muslim 
fundamentalism and the SWP’ in front of 
the venue on Monday October 29 in Bir¬ 
mingham. This leaflet is an attack on muslim 
fundamentalism and the SWP’s adaptation 
to it. 

The first sign of trouble was when I no¬ 
ticed a ‘doorman’ was pulling my leaflet out 
of people’s hands. I was told by the ‘door¬ 
man’ that he did not want me around, and he 
stalled to intimidate me. The ‘doorman’ re¬ 
fused me entry, and when I tried to make a 
fuss, a muslim vigilante tried to pull me to a 
side street. At this point some people pro¬ 
tested and the vigilante had to reheat. I had 
to do a disappearing act, because I felt they 
were organising themselves to beat me up. I 
had to run away, and run fast. 

The SWP organiser in Birmingham, and 
SWP members, were in close contact with 
the ‘doorman’ and the vigilantes at all rimes. 


two days later passed a very basic resolution 
upholding the right to free speech within the 
movement and opposition to physical vio¬ 
lence. Incredibly, the SWP voted against it. 
So does this mean that the comrades are in 
favour of physically intimidating those with 
dissenting or minority viewpoints? Would the 
SWP comrades stay mute if at an anti-war 
meeting a muslim fundamentalist objected to 
the presence of gay - or Jewish - comrades 
and demanded that they be summarily ejected 
from the room? 

Our SWP allies need to do some 
explaining • 

Eddie Ford 


discussing security arrangements for the 
meeting. There were many SWP members 
who could see what was happening to me, 
and they were fully aware of the situation. 

Some background infonnation. The local 
organiser of the SWP in Erdington, Birming¬ 
ham, has said that if there is a fight between 
muslims and Arash, we know which side we 
are on. For the last two weeks, the SWP or¬ 
ganiser in Birmingham has been accusing me 
of being violent and intimidating towards 
muslim women. SWP members have been re¬ 
peating this slander since then in an organ¬ 
ised manner. 

This slander was used by muslim funda¬ 
mentalist vigilantes to justify why they did 
not allow me into the meeting - a clear indi¬ 
cation of the SWP members’ collaboration 
with muslim fundamentalist vigilantes in sup¬ 
pressing the opponents of muslim funda¬ 
mentalism • 


SWP collaborators 

The following is an account of the October 
29 meeting by comrade Aresh 


For a democratic 
and effective 
Socialist Alliance 

Our December 1 conference is now not far away. We must en¬ 
sure that the SA takes a significant step towards the party we 
need. Amongst the latest to sign up to the statement, ‘For a 
democratic and effective Socialist Alliance’, is Greenwich So¬ 
cialist Alliance. 

“The Socialist Alliance has grown and developed 
through our collective experience of the general elec¬ 
tion. We are now a registered political party and have 
the beginnings of a national profile, national leader¬ 
ship and we have our democratically agreed mani¬ 
festo. To fight for our manifesto (which culminates in 
socialism), we must move beyond our present struc¬ 
tures. We need an effective and therefore demo¬ 
cratic organisation. 

The Socialist Alliance is more than an electoral or¬ 
ganisation. We need to take initiatives in all fields of 
society. 

The Socialist Alliance should neither be bureau¬ 
cratically controlled from above nor limited to an in¬ 
effective non-aggression pact. 

We need democratic unity above and below. The 
SA needs clear central priorities with local autonomy 
and democratic rights for members. 

The Socialist Alliance should strive for maximum 
unity in action through debate at the highest level 
involving a broad, wide-ranging and inclusive discus¬ 
sion. The Socialist Alliance should strive to ensure 
that all significant trends find representation on lead¬ 
ing committees. 

Making the Socialist Alliance an effective weapon 
in the struggle for socialism means that all members 
must enjoy the following rights: 

• freedom of opinion and expression; 

• the right to take part in the formation of Socialist 
Alliance policies; 

• the right to put oneself forward for and to take part 
in the selection of Socialist Alliance candidates; 

• the right to hold officers and representatives of the 
Socialist Alliance to account through democratic 
mechanisms; 

• the right to collectively recall all elected Socialist 
Alliance officers and committees; 

• the right to form distinct temporary or longer-term 
political platforms; 

• the right to read, write for and publicly distribute 
publications; 

• the right to information about Socialist Alliance 
activities; 

• the right to political education and socialist theory 
in the Socialist Alliance.” 

Initial signatories 

Janine Booth (SA candidate, Islington South and Finsbury) 
John Bridge (CPGB representative, SA Liaison Committee) 
Anna Chen (SA press committee) 

Dave Church (SA executive committee) 

Lawrie Coombs (SA candidate, Stockton South) 

Peter Grant (SA candidate, Salford; chair Manchester Picca¬ 
dilly Aslef) 

Marcus Larsen (London SA chair; executive committee) 

Mike Marqusee (SA executive committee) 

Dave Osier (London SA steering committee) 

Lee Rock (London SA steering committee; London regional 
organiser, PCSU) 

Martin Thomas (SA executive committee) 

Neil Thompson (SA candidate, St Helens South; chair region 
9FBU) 

Nick Wrack (SA executive committee; chair Southwark SA) 

I-1 

1 Please add my name to the statement I 

s Name_ ■ 

j Address_ 1 

* Town/city_Postcode_ * 

j SA branch_ i 

1 SA position_ I 

J Signature_Date_ J 

| Return to Marcus Larsen, c/o BCM Box 928, | 

j London, WC1N3XX | 

I_I 
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DEBAHNG THE WAR 


Communist 
Party books 


Taliban 



A PLAN FOR I WHICH ROAD? 

MINERS I 



The Soviet Union; 

from revolution to counterrevo^'ton 


the 
enemy 
camp 


FROM OCTOBER 
TO AUGUST 


rigged referendum 
and 

Scotland’s right to 
self-determination 


Jack Conrad 

Introduction by Mary Ward 


Problems 

of communist organisation 


■ Which road? 

The programmes of ‘official communism’ were designed to serve 
those in the workers’ movement who had no interest in revolu¬ 
tion, those who preferred compromise with capitalism rather than 
its destruction. 

Jack Conrad also deals with the reformist programme of Peter 
Taaffe’s group and lays the groundwork necessary for drafting 
a revolutionary programme. 

£6.95 

■ From October to August 

Articles by Jack Conrad, charting the rise and demise of the 
USSR from Stalin’s monocratic dictatorship to the twists and 
turns of Gorbachev’s perestroika and Yeltsin’s counter-coup. 
Throughout there is a stress on the necessity of democracy. 

£6.95 

■ In the enemy camp 

Examines the theory and practice of communist electoral work. 
Particular attention is paid to the Bolsheviks’ anti-boycottism 
and their strategy for revolution. Vital for Socialist Alliance ac¬ 
tivists. 


£4.95 


■ Problems of communist organisation 

What is the correct balance between democracy and central¬ 
ism? Jack Conrad explores this thorny issue in his historically 
significant argument against a disgruntled minority who de¬ 
serted the CPGB in 1992. 


£4.95 


■ Blair’s ri gge d referendum and Scotland’s right to 
self-determination 

Jack Conrad’s delivers a serious critique of the attitude taken 
by the Scottish Socialist Alliance (forerunner of the SSP) to 
Blair’s sop parliament for Scotland. 

£4.95 


■ A plan for miners 

The Communist Party’s ‘anti-submission’ to the Tory govern¬ 
ment’s 1992 coal review. The case is made for working class self¬ 
activity and socialism. Arthur Scargill famously disowned it. 

£ 1.00 


Buy all six books for £21.50 and save £8.25. 
Delivery free within the United Kingdom 

Please send me a copy of: 


Which road? □ 

From October to August □ 

In the enemy camp □ 

Problems of communist organisation □ 
Blair’s rigged referendum □ 

A plan for miners □ 


I enclose a cheque, payable to CPGB, for 
£_ 


Name_ 

Address 


Email_ 

Please return to CPGB address 


Bob Pitt replies to criticism of his support 
for reactionary anti-imperialists 


I an Donovan obviously enjoys writing 
long articles, but his capacity for churn¬ 
ing out words is unfortunately in inverse 
proposition to his ability to address his op¬ 
ponent’s arguments. His idea of a response 
to criticism, apparently, is simply to reassert 
his original views, at even greater length 
(Weekly Worker October 25). In reply, I will 
restrict myself to a few of the main points at 
issue. 

• Whereas Lenin argued in a polemic against 
Piatakov that it was impermissible to side 
with “reactionary classes” in a struggle 
against imperialism, Trotsky, with his sup¬ 
port for the Abyssinian feudal emperor 
against Italy and his backing for the “barbar¬ 
ian” monarch of Tunis in a hypothetical con¬ 
flict with French imperialism, evidently did 
not share Lenin’s position on this issue. 

This difference of opinion was not related 
to the existence or non-existence of coloni¬ 
alism. Lenin was writing in 1915, at which time 
- in case it has escaped Ian’s attention - the 
major imperialist powers were in possession 
of formal colonial empires on a large scale. 

The obvious conclusion is that, in endors¬ 
ing Lenin’s view, Ian fundamentally disa¬ 
grees with Trotsky’s. But Ian cannot bring 
himself to admit it. And this from a man who 
accuses me of being a “biblicist”! 

• Ian must know perfectly well that I am the 
last person to be accused of Trotskyist or¬ 
thodoxy. With regard to Trotsky’s writings, 
my attitude is very much in line with Ira 
Gershwin’s view, that the words that you’re 
liable to read in the bible ain’t necessarily so. 

I believe Trotsky was wrong on the char¬ 
acter of the epoch, the transitional method, 
the class character of the Soviet Union, the 
causes of the degeneration of the Bolshevik 
Revolution, the need for Leninist methods 
of organisation and much else besides. In 
fact the last time I met Ian I argued with him 
that Trotsky was entirely mistaken in con¬ 
demning the Popular Front pact that was 
concluded in Spain to contest the February 
1936 elections - an argument which produced 
a horrified reaction from Ian! 

My attitude to Lenin is the same. I think 
that Piatakov was correct in 1915 when he 
argued that imperialism is our “mortal en¬ 
emy”, and I regard Lenin’s formulation as 
one-sided and undialectical. 

• It is also worth noting that the early 
Comintern, which Ian apparently regards as 
the fount of revolutionary theory, did not 
necessarily agree with Lenin on this ques¬ 
tion. 

Lenin’s Preliminary draft theses on the na¬ 
tional and colonial questions from the Sec¬ 
ond Congress of the Communist 
International, with their emphasis on “the 
need to combat pan-islam and similar trends, 
which strive to combine the liberation move¬ 
ment against European and American impe¬ 
rialism with an attempt to strengthen the 
position of the khans, landowners, mullahs, 
etc”, were in fact substantially amended by 
the congress. The final version referred to 
the necessity of opposing movements 
which tried to tie the struggle against Euro¬ 
pean and US imperialism to “the strength¬ 
ening of the power of Turkish and Japanese 
imperialism, the nobility, the big landlords, 
the clergy, etc”, which gives this section of 
the theses an entirely different emphasis. 

• Nor was it the case that Trotsky’s support 
for “reactionary classes” in their struggle 
against imperialism was based on opposi¬ 
tion to colonialism as such. Another familiar 
quotation from Trotsky - much used during 
the Malvinas War - states that, in the event 
of a military conflict between Britain and a 
“fascist” regime in Brazil, he would be “on 
the side of ‘fascist’ Brazil against ‘demo¬ 
cratic’ Great Britain”. This position scarcely 
derived from Brazil’s status as a colony, as 
the country had acquired independence from 
Portugal back in 1822. 

• Anyway, does it really make such a differ¬ 
ence whether a major capitalist state pursues 
its imperialist interests through colonial con¬ 
quest or by other means? At no point 



Leon Trotsky: wrong, wrong, wrong 


throughout the past century has the US rul¬ 
ing class set out to establish a formal colo¬ 
nial empire along the lines of the old European 
powers. But just because the victims of US 
imperialism are not colonial subjects, does 
this make their sufferings any less appalling 
or their resistance any less legitimate? 

Let us take the example of Vietnam. 
Whereas France waged a bloody war 
against a communist-led insurgency in or¬ 
der to retain Vietnam as a colonial posses¬ 
sion, the US waged a bloody war against a 
communist-led insurgency in order to impose 
a US puppet regime. Does Ian honestly be¬ 
lieve that, from the standpoint of the anti-im¬ 
perialist struggle, there was some 
fundamental, qualitative difference between 
the two cases? After US forces carpet- 
bombed NLF-held areas, napalmed villages, 
poisoned the land with chemical defoliant 
and massacred women and children, does 
Ian imagine that Vietnamese peasants 
turned to each other and said, ‘Well, let’s be 
fair to the Americans: at least they’re not try¬ 
ing to colonise us like those bastard French 
did’? 

Is the arrogant imperialist bullying of Cuba 
any less oppressive because the aim of the 
US is to replace the Castro government with 
one made up of rightwing exiles from Miami, 
rather than to impose direct rule from Wash¬ 
ington? Are the hundreds of thousands of 
children who have died in Iraq as a result of 
sanctions any less dead because the aim of 
the US is not direct colonial conquest? With 
his endlessly repeated insistence that the 
end of old-style colonialism has essentially 
changed the character of imperialism, I think 
Ian has lost any sense of what is really go¬ 
ing on in the world. 

• Ian claims that favouring a victory for the 
Taliban forces over US and British imperial¬ 
ism is to line up against the Afghan people 
on the side of their oppressors. In support 
of this he quotes a claim by the Revolution¬ 
ary Association of Afghan Women that “no 
Afghan ... will be deceived by the ‘national¬ 
istic’ gestures of Taliban”, and asks what I 
think of it. 

I would answer by quoting the words of 
the late Abdul Haq, the former Mujahedin 
commander recently captured and executed 
by the Taliban, who on the eve of war warned 
the US against attacking his country: “I know 
my people. If they are bombed, they will close 
ranks ... when the bombs fall, the Taliban will 
say, ‘The Americans are trying to kill us. We 


must fight.’ They will fight. Despite every¬ 
thing the Taliban has done to destroy hu¬ 
man rights, to destroy care of people’s health, 
education, their livelihoods, they will fight. 
Afghans will always unite in the face of what 
they see as a foreign enemy ...” 

I believe that the Afghan people (or at least 
the Pashtun community, to which Haq was 
evidently referring) are absolutely correct in 
seeing the need to bloc with the Taliban 
against the main enemy - which at the present 
time is emphatically not at home. 

• Ian argues that a military defeat for US and 
British imperialism at the hands of the Tali¬ 
ban could possibly lead to the overthrow of 
the existing regimes in Pakistan, Saudi Ara¬ 
bia, etc, by militant Islamists. He regards such 
a prospect with “horror”. Leaving aside the 
fact that the same thing might just as well 
occur in the event of a victory for US and 
British forces, as the result of a backlash by 
the masses against those regimes that have 
failed to take a stand against the slaughter 
of fellow muslims in Afghanistan, is Ian re¬ 
ally arguing that the continued existence of 
the Saudi monarchy or the Pakistani military 
dictatorship should be favoured as the 
“lesser evil”? 

• It is obvious that the declarations of 
Osama bin Laden have a huge resonance 
among the masses: “A million innocent chil¬ 
dren are dying at this time as we speak, killed 
in Iraq without any guilt. We hear no denun¬ 
ciation, we hear no edict from the hereditary 
rulers. In these days, Israeli tanks rampage 
across Palestine, in Ramallah, Rafah and Beit 
Jala and many other parts of the land of islam, 
and we do not hear anyone raising his voice 
or reacting. But when the sword fell upon 
America ... hypocrisy raised its head up 
high.” 

These are sentiments that are shared by 
millions, and have turned bin Laden into a 
popular hero, a sort of islamic fundamental¬ 
ist Che Guevara. No Marxist would identify 
with bin Laden’s reactionary ideology (and 
in the past, I agree with Ian, we should have 
been for the victory of the Soviet-backed 
PDPA government in Afghanistan against 
bin Laden and his fellow Mujahedin). But 
does Ian really believe that there is nothing 
legitimate or potentially progressive in the 
current mass support for bin Laden’s anti¬ 
imperialist rhetoric? If so, he really has lost 
the plot. 

• It may well be that the main beneficiaries 
of this mass anti-imperialist sentiment will be 
the militant islamist organisations. But if the 
secular leftist forces are to stand any chance 
of countering this development, they will 
have to find a hearing among the masses who 
are influenced by militant islamism. In my 
opinion, this cannot be done by demanding 
that the masses “condemn” the September 
11 attacks, by issuing ultimatist slogans such 
as “oppose islamic fundamentalism” or, least 
of all, by refusing to take sides in the imperi¬ 
alist war against the Taliban. 

• Finally, while it would perhaps be too much 
to expect an honest polemic from someone 
who claims that I “supported the ‘victory’ 
of the grotesquely chauvinist, anti-Albanian 
Milosevic tyranny against the overwhelm¬ 
ing majority of Kosova’s people” (where did 
he get that from?), I must take up Ian’s accu¬ 
sation that I “deviously hide” my views from 
those with whom I work in the anti-war move¬ 
ment. On the contrary, at our last local Stop 
the War meeting, I specifically mentioned my 
view that a military victory for the Taliban 
would be the best outcome, in order to un¬ 
derline the point that we all held political 
views which others in the campaign would 
not necessarily accept and that it was there¬ 
fore necessary to find common ground in our 
opposition to the war • 
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TRADE UNIONS 


Class struggle fightback 


Alan McArthur, one of the organisers of last weekend’s Unions Fightback conference, reports for 
the Weekly Worker. Comrade McArthur is a member of the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty and the 
industrial editor of Action for Solidarity 


U nions Fightback, founded at a lively 
conference in London on November 
3, aims to play a role in building a move¬ 
ment across the membership of the unions 
that can make the unions fight. 

The conference brought together over 100 
activists from every major union. Participants 
included Mark Serwotka, Christine Blower, 
Greg Tucker, John Leach, Norman Candy, 
John Page, Maria Exall, Jeremy Corbyn, 
Sharon Hayward and Jimmy Nolan. South 
African anti-privatisation activist Trevor 
Ngwame gave an excellent speech on South 
Africa’s “new apartheid’’: class. 

The conference agreed to set up an ongo¬ 
ing campaign, taking its aims from the state¬ 
ment circulated as the basis of the 
conference. You can read and sign up to the 
statement at www.unionsfightback.org.uk 
(see also Weekly Worker October 11 - ed). 

The conference also agreed to appeal for 
united action around other anti-privatisation 
initiatives. In particular, we agreed to ap¬ 
proach the conference on November 24 
called by the Public and Civil Service union’s 
Left Unity about joint activity and calling a 
united conference in the new year. We will 
be circulating a unity statement, the text of 
which will be posted on the website. It is very 
unfortunate that the founding conference of 
the Unison United Left clashed with that of 
Unions Fightback. We are going to organ¬ 
ise a meeting for Unison activists. 

We agreed to make our main campaigning 
priority a drive to get the unions to act on 
the often good but mostly ignored paper 
policies, and in particular to call a cross-un¬ 
ion national demonstration against privati¬ 
sation on a weekend in London. We should 
support and build the Unison /TUC lobby 
of parliament on December 5, but clearly 
chatting to a few MPs and then having a bit 
of a tub-thump in Westminster Central Hall 
falls far short of what is needed to actually 
beat privatisation. We should be pushing for 
a real industrial and political fight, and. at 
branch level, recruiting and educating mem¬ 
bers in preparation for the battles already 
opening up right across the public sector. 

We want action from the national union 
structures but, of course, we should not sit 
around waiting for John Edmonds to spring 
into action. We would be waiting for some 
considerable time. We agreed to get as many 
union bodies as possible to call a demonstra¬ 
tion against privatisation for May Day 2002, 
and make as large a labour movement con¬ 
tingent as possible in any May Day 
mobilisations. 

A major plank of the fight against privati¬ 
sation has to be for repeal of the anti-union 
laws and legislation for comprehensive posi¬ 
tive rights: privatisation leads directly to job 
losses and attacks on pay and conditions, 
yet, absurdly, trade unionists cannot legally 
take action that is explicitly against privati¬ 
sation. While that has to be part of United 
Fightback’s agenda, it clearly does not in any 
way negate the role of the United Campaign 
to Repeal the Anti-Trade Union Laws. We 
were pleased to have John Hendy QC of the 
United Campaign speaking on Saturday and 
I am sure such cooperation will continue. 

Clearly the agenda of Unions Fightback 
is de facto leftwing, but it is not meant as a 
sort of cross-union broad left. It is more a 
proto-rank and file movement, a movement 
for a rank and file movement, if you like. The 
revolutionary left - this is my view, not UF 
policy - should seek to organise not just ‘the 
socialists’ in the unions, but all those who 
want the unions to fight. We should make 
the running on the issues that affect mem¬ 
bers, and the non-members we want to re¬ 


cruit, every day in their working lives. 

The clearest recent indication of the po¬ 
tential power of this strategy is the election 
of Mark Serwotka in the PCS. Mark stood 
on a platfonn that made it clear that he wanted 
to lead a fight on the key issues facing PCS 
members - pay and privatisation. Obviously 
he should and did say he is a socialist, but if 
Mark had stood on a platform consisting 
simply of ‘tapping into the disillusion with 
Blair’ and appealing to PCS members to go 
to Genoa because the revolution is nigh, it is 
extremely unlikely that he would have won. 

The unions are littered with people calling 
themselves socialist who have highly sus- 

Unison United Left 

Significant 


The dividing line in the unions should not 
be whether you are a supporter of the So¬ 
cialist Alliance, Labour or even a non-voter, 
or even if are you against the war, or for or 
against a federal republic. The dividing line 
should be: are you up for a fight with the 
employer and the state? Do you want the 
unions to fight? The dividing line is class 
struggle. Organising on that basis, the left 
can not only break out of the ghetto where 
we find ourselves in the unions, but make a 
real impact in the class struggle itself. 

• Contact Unions Fightback by emailing 
unionsfightback@yahoo.com, or visiting 
www.unionsfightback.org.uk or calling 
07944960103 


advance 


pect records industrially: we can make so¬ 
cialism mean something to workers, and 
make more socialists, by leading the strug¬ 
gle in the here and now. Clearly, the Socialist 
Alliance, for example, should hold events 
aimed at trade unionists and take our fight 
into the unions. But that should not mean 
transposing the SA into the unions and 
building lash-ups of the left groups and a few 
individuals, such as Unison United Left is 
turning out to be. Clearly the left should unite 
in the unions - and it is better to have UUL 
than the previous situation - but that still 
leaves the rather important question of what 
we do once we have united. 


The unions 
are littered 
with people 
calling 
themselves 
socialist who 
have highly 
suspect 
records 


A round 120 Unison members attended the 
founding conference of the union’s 
United Lxft. This marked a significant advance 
- a single body, incorporating all the main left 
groups, as well as Labour Party members and 
unaffiliated comrades, has now been estab¬ 
lished. Hopefully we will be able to build a rank 
and file movement capable of challenging the 
bureaucracy. 

However, the agenda was tightly packed 
and many of the motions were only presented 
just minutes before proceedings began. Cop¬ 
ies of some were in short supply, which meant 
that voting was often a matter of trust. Never¬ 
theless, some positive decisions were taken, 
and a working constitution agreed. 

The conference opened with reports on in¬ 
dustrial action in opposing New Labour’s 
privatisation drive. Speakers representing a 
number of disputes outlined their strengths 
and weaknesses. But the first real debate of 
the day was on the war. To save time this was 
taken together with the racism debate, origi¬ 
nally scheduled for later in the day. Comrades 
were presented with three motions - the first 
from the national committee, which con¬ 
demned both the attacks of September 11 
and the assault on Afghanistan by US im¬ 
perialism, aided and abetted by Blair. Unfor¬ 
tunately the debate featured calls by some 
comrades for opposition to the war to be 
conducted through appeals to uphold inter¬ 
national law. 

Yunus Bakhsh (Socialist Workers Party) 
presented the national committee’s motion on 
racism. After linking the increase in attacks on 
muslims with the events of September 11, the 
comrade stated that anti-racist work in the 
union had been given a boost with the formal 
backing for the Anti-Nazi League - first at 
Unison’s black members’ conference and 
then at national delegate conference - by Dave 
Prentis, Unison general secretary. 

The debate on these issues revolved 
around routine attacks on racism and the war, 
together with anecdotal reflections on the 
opportunities for big demonstrations and 
meetings. Whilst welcoming this increased 
activity, Lawrie Coombs (CPGB) commented 
that deferring the conference - initially fixed 
for October 13 - had been a mistake, since 
momentum had been lost in a crucial period: 
“Demos are not the only form of struggle 
against the war,” he said. Gatherings of mili¬ 
tants from Britain’s largest public sector un¬ 
ion are every bit as important, and changing 
the October 13 date so that a few dozen could 


attend the London march alongside 50,000 
other demonstrators was a mistake. 

Criticism was also forthcoming over what 
was not in the motion against racism. Yunus 
had rightly condemned the local authorities 
for banning the ANL carnival. However, the 
point was made that calling on the state to ban 
fascist events will inevitably lead to similar 
measures being taken against us. 

Roger Bannister (Socialist Party) led the criti¬ 
cism of the Unison national executive’s posi¬ 
tion on the war - support for Bush and Blair 
swathed in humanitarian platitudes. Comrade 
Bannister condemned the NEC for cosying 
up to their New Labour bedfellows and called 
for the presentation of the socialist case 
against the war. 

The most politically thought out motion 
came from Alliance for Workers’ Liberty com¬ 
rades. The motion condemned islamic funda¬ 
mentalism along with US imperialism. This 
created the main friction of the day, with S WP 
cadre stepping up to slap down the motion, 
moved by Kate Ahems. CPGB supporters 
spoke in favour. Eryk Karas, a supporter of 
both the CPGB and the Revolutionary Demo¬ 
cratic Group, pointed out that the SWP, in 
refusing to challenge islamic fundamentalism, 
was failing to push for an independent work¬ 
ing class position. Socialists need to provide 
answers for every political phenomenon and 
should never bury their own politics in a vain 
attempt to appeal to a particular audience. Yes, 
the main enemy is at home, said the comrade, 
but that does not excuse us from the task of 
presenting a rounded analysis. 

This contribution much vexed comrades 
from the SWP, who insisted that we must con¬ 
centrate our fire exclusively on imperialism, 
particularly the US variety, and made farcical 
allegations that the expression of opposition 
to islamic fundamentalism as a political phe¬ 
nomenon would lead to muslim women be¬ 
ing “forced off’ anti-war demos for wearing 
scarves - ie, showing their religious attach¬ 
ment. Apparently opposing the islamicists 
would call into question the intifada and even 
lead to the growth of the BNP. 

The AWL motion was lost, one third of the 
meeting voting for - including the Socialist 
Party contingent. Comrades were then asked 
to vote on a motion put forward by the SWP 
which was not available at the start of the 
conference and very few copies appeared to 
have been circulated. It was overwhelmingly 
carried, as was the anti-racism motion tabled 
by comrade Bakhsh. 


... a motion 
was passed 
which called 
for the union’s 
funds to be 
democratised, 
allowing the 
possibility of 
candidates 
other than 
Labour Party 
members to 
be sponsored 


The anti-privatisation debate, opened by 
Labour Party member Kenny Bell, featured a 
succession of speakers involved in fightbacks 
all around the country, from Plymouth to 
Kirklees. All members of the United Lef t were 
encouraged to ensure a mass turnout for the 
November 24 anti-privatisation conference. 
One comrade was uneasy about some of the 
contributions. We need not only to criticise 
the union bureaucracy, but to look to our own 
shortcomings in failing to generate a rank and 
file fightback. 

This is correct: while it is important to chal¬ 
lenge the leadership through contesting un¬ 
ion elections, it is of far greater importance that 
we build a militant rank and file movement 
within Unison - and beyond, possibly look¬ 
ing towards a 21st century Minority Move¬ 
ment. Rather than carping on about how bad 
the leadership is, we need to develop a posi¬ 
tive strategy to transform our working class 
organisations into combat battalions for the 
struggles to come. 

Four motions and at least one amendment 
on the political fund were presented on the 
day. The debate was rushed and comrades 
were given insufficient time to reach a meas¬ 
ured position. The United I^eft may come to 
regret this, as each of the motions contained 
valid points and would have benefited from a 
compositing process. This would have 
avoided the impossible situation where com¬ 
plex points were argued in pinched, quick-fire 
speeches. The Socialist Party comrades ap¬ 
peared to get themselves into a bit of a mud¬ 
dle, with Roger Bannister putting an 
amendment to the motion from his SP com¬ 
rade, Glenn Kelly. The amendment was a con¬ 
voluted one, calling, in addition to the two 
current Unison political funds, for the estab¬ 
lishment of a third, which could be used for 
backing non-Labour candidates. This was 
defeated, with only Socialist Party members 
voting in favour. 

At the end of the day a motion was passed 
which called for the union’s funds to be de¬ 
mocratised, allowing the possibility of candi¬ 
dates other than Labour Party members to be 
sponsored. 

All of the issues debated were important and 
it was correct that sufficient time was allocated 
for discussion. But this meant that the final 
items of the day were squeezed into an unre¬ 
alistic time frame, not least those concerning 
the United Left’s constitution and the election 
of its national committee. • 

Eryk Karas and Lawrie Coombs 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 

Sectarianism and a 


H aving dealt with the Socialist Workers 
Party and its inherited ‘statement of 
aims' in the first article of this short 
series, we reach ‘membership’. In general this 
section - as treated by the SWP - has the defi¬ 
nite virtue of moving the Socialist Alliance de¬ 
cisively beyond being an amorphous 
“confederation” of political groups and indi¬ 
vidual members who might or might not be 
factionally attached. 

Individual membership would constitute 
the bedrock of the Socialist Alliance. One sys¬ 
tem of membership operates - dues are col¬ 
lected below and after deductions pass 
upwards. There is no mention of trade unions 
or the political groups being granted special 
access to leading committees - though clause 
B6 does somewhat obscurely talk of “other 
forms of affiliation”. At our stage of develop¬ 
ment this is quite acceptable ... there is no ur¬ 
gent need to give concrete answers on trade 
union affiliation, etc. The SWP’s proposals 
must though be improved by some judicious 
amendments. 

Running through clauses B1, B3 and B4 one 
finds repeated fonnulations that it would be 
best for all concerned to swiftly cut out and 
discard. And then there is the toxic clause C13. 
Here is what we are complaining about: mem¬ 
bers have to “abide” by the “anti-sectarian, 
cooperative and positive way of working" 
(B1). Membership “assumes” a “commitment 
to the anti-sectarian and cooperative way of 
working, looking to build unity rather than set 
out a position to create discord, positively sup¬ 
porting and encouraging the notion of alli¬ 
ances and ensuring that any critical debates 
are conducted in a positive manner and with¬ 
out personal attacks” (B3). “Individual mem¬ 
bers are thus welcome from other groups and 
organisations and membership of these 
should be declared on application/renewal of 
membership” (B4). Clause C13 gives despotic 
powers to the executive. At a whim it can “dis¬ 
affiliate” local Socialist Alliances, “remove in¬ 
dividual membership” and “refuse to ratify” 
candidates if it is “concluded that the basic 
statement of aims has been breached”. 

Such clauses are either irrelevant pieties, in 
which case they should be deleted, or sinis¬ 
ter. These formulations could be used to ex¬ 
pel almost anyone. Eg, is the Socialist Party in 
England and Wales consistently “anti-sectar¬ 
ian, positive and cooperative” in its ways of 
working with the Socialist Alliance? 

There must be specific rules making it a dis¬ 
ciplinary offence to support candidates run¬ 
ning against the Socialist Alliance. A code of 
membership duties is needed as well as rights. 
For our part we can agree with a good deal of 
the SWP's four ‘requirements of membership’ 
( Pre-conference bulletin 2001 p21). No one 
can argue with the fourth criterion, the obli¬ 
gation to pay the “relevant membership free”. 
However, we do have differences, albeit those 
of detail, with the first three. 

1. Members must “support” Socialist Alli¬ 
ance “candidates and campaigns in elections” 
- why support just elections? This formula¬ 
tion is both too broad and too narrow. Replace 
with a duty “not to oppose” Socialist Alliance 
candidates or obstruct campaigns. That would 
represent a vital step forward without running 
ahead of ourselves. 2. Members must behave 
“in a democratic and cooperative manner”. 
Moralistic and again much too wide. Why not 
simply say that members are obliged to “abide 
by the rules of the Socialist Alliance”? 3. “No 
racist, sexist, homophobic and discriminatory 
behaviour”. Something along these lines 
could be included in our constitution. As an 
aim, not a membership requirement. Society 
at large is still riddled with racist ideas (not to 
mention an overarching national chauvinism). 
What of sexism and homophobia? Can any 
of us really say with hand on heart that they 
are completely free of sexist or homophobic 
attitudes? And do not attitudes reflect them¬ 
selves in behaviour, even if that is only at the 
level of body language? Should the Socialist 
Alliance set up special courts to vet recruits 


Jack Conrad argues that there are right and wrong 
ways of fighting sectarianism and achieving unity 


and expel miscreants? I think not. Racist, sex¬ 
ist and homophobic behaviour ought to be 
combated within the Socialist Alliance - and 
we ought to promise that will happen. But 
how? 

Here is an example of good practice I wit¬ 
nessed. I was pleased to attend the Scottish 
Socialist Party’s 2nd conference in Edinburgh 
as a visitor. One of the most contentious de¬ 
bates on the first day surprisingly concerned 
clause 28. A handful of SSP members rose to 
argue against backing the abolitionists. Their 
excuse was that the SSP would drive away wide 
swathes of the Scottish population if it “sided” 
with homosexuality. One million people in Scot¬ 
land did indeed sign up to Brian Sutor’s big¬ 
ot’s referendum to retain clause 28 (so much 
for Scotland being far ahead of England and 
Wales in terms of political consciousness). 

Anyway, what impressed me was not so 
much the passionate rhetoric directed against 
these prejudiced souls. Rather it was the fact 
that no one threatened them with expulsion. 
That approach - unity in action - is the correct 
way to overcome backward ideas. Note the 
SSP went into the lune 7 2001 general elec¬ 
tion with a manifesto commitment to oppose 
homophobia. 

The Socialist Alliance should move by de¬ 
grees - as fast as possible, as slow as neces¬ 
sary - towards achieving the fullest unity in 
democratically agreed actions. As a precon¬ 
dition the right to criticise before and after, 
must, of course, be enshrined. Such discipline 
is an aspiration though and must primarily be 
brought to life through common political strug¬ 
gle, patient education and raising conscious¬ 
ness. There should be no right of minorities 
to “actively” campaign against the Socialist 
Alliance during an action as proposed by the 
Workers’ Liberty comrades ( Pre-conference 
bulletin 2001 p26). That is to positively insti¬ 
tutionalise disunity. Membership should, in 
the words of the CPGB’s amendment, cany 
“an obligation not to obstruct” campaigns 
decided on the Socialist Alliance, if by that is 
meant a definite action. 

The Socialist Alliance must stress unity in 
action, not unity in thought. Catch-all ideo¬ 
logical offences must certainly be avoided. 
Sectarianism, for example, is in the eye of the 
beholder. It is also one of the most notoriously 
misused words in the lexicon of the workers’ 
movement. As a grapeshot insult it is meant 
to send every critic, every thinker and virtu¬ 
ally every left group flying. Sectarianism is 
often casually equated with all small groups 
as such and, more to the point, holding strong 
principles. 

Sectarianism is actually putting the interests 
of the part above the working class as a whole. 
Tme. many left and revolutionary groups func¬ 
tion as sects: ie, their oveniding reason for ex¬ 
istence is the promotion of some special 
discovery or unique ideological recipe. The 
SWP and SPEW being prominent examples. 
But such essentially ‘honest’ sectarianism 
cannot be abolished by decree (or member¬ 
ship clause). It can only be overcome through 
joint work, exchanging ideas and the subse¬ 
quent growth of trust. Ending sectarianism 
must be envisaged as a process. 

Leave aside the SWP’s threat to “remove” 
members or candidates who “breach” the ram¬ 
bling nonsense in the “basic aims” (C13); what 
of debate being “conducted in a positive 
manner and without personal attack”? This 
again can easily be transformed into a catch¬ 
all which pennits an inesponsible majority to 
witch-hunt any dissenting minority that is 
considered a nuisance or a threat. 

Is this article “positive”? It will, I sincerely 
trust, “create discord” in certain quarters. And 
the author makes no apology for attacking 


individuals when and where he considers 
them to be in the wrong. I am confident that 
hardened politicians such as Peter Taaffe and 
Clive Heemskerk, John Rees and Lindsay 
German, Martin Thomas and Mark Hoskisson 
are not going to wilt. They will, if they see fit, 
reply - no doubt in kind. 

Certainly when it comes to acidic invective, 
few of us can match our greats: eg, Marx, 
Engels, Lenin, Luxemburg, Trotsky, etc. Marx 
was once described by an infuriated oppo¬ 
nent as an insult on legs. He was determined 
to expose ridiculous ideas by making them 
appear ridiculous. That method is one that 
we should not be afraid to emulate. The 
benchmark of a civilised political culture is the 
right to insult and offend others - though there 
is no need to include the right to insult and 
offend in our mles. 

Purging and witch-hunting? Are we suffer¬ 
ing from paranoia? Or do real grounds for 
concern exist? Forget the SWP’s murky inter¬ 
nal life, the tangled history of expulsions and 
the recent excommunication of the Interna¬ 
tional Socialist Organization. The SWP’s sis¬ 
ter organisation in the USA suffered a rude 
expulsion from their International Socialist 
Tendency over what appears to be pure se¬ 
mantics. Was the Seattle movement anti-capi¬ 
talist or anti-corporate? Look to our own 
Socialist Alliance. Not so long ago within the 
Socialist Alliance - yes, despite the SA’s “com¬ 
mitment to the anti-sectarian and cooperative 
way of working” - the CPGB has found itself 
on the receiving end of a whole series of at¬ 
tempts to bar or browbeat. Shamefully both 
the SWP and SPEW involved themselves in 
such moves. 

Charges invariably referred to the Weekly 
Worker's, failure to abide by what might be 
called the “commitment to the anti-sectarian 
and cooperative way of working”. Polemics 
and reporting disputes - signs of a healthy 
political culture - were equated with sectari¬ 
anism and were therefore by definition out¬ 
side the norms of the Socialist Alliance. 
Thankfully, for the moment at least, wiser 
councils have prevailed. 

In light of that background we view the 
SWP’s membership clause B4 with some 
trepidation. The clause is directly carried over 
from the March 1999 original: “Individual 
members are ... welcome from other groups 
and organisations and membership of these 
should be declared on application/renewal of 
membership of the Socialist Alliance” (Pre¬ 
conference bulletin 2001 pl9). 

Five brief points. One, our present member¬ 
ship fonns do not ask for such information. 
Two, a central membership list which includes 
factional affiliation would superbly expedite 
any witch-hunt. Neil Kinnock would have 
given his right hand for such a weapon, as he 
rounded on Militant in the mid-1980s. Three, 
justification for requiring a declaration of fac¬ 
tional affiliation derived from the elaborate 
collegiate elections envisaged by the Liaison 
Committee in 1998-99. Four, the SWP’s con¬ 
stitutional amendment contains no such col¬ 
legiate system - it proposes election by slate. 
Five, there is no need to introduce a declara¬ 
tion of factional affiliation on membership 
forms. Every reason to remove the formula¬ 
tion from our constitution. 

It is SPEW that needs to maintain B4 if it is 
to fulfil its mission of rolling the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance back into a loose conglomeration of lo¬ 
cal and political groups. SPEW and its anarcho 
and localist allies of convenience are even less 
ambitious for the Socialist Alliance than the 
SWP. When not holding back finances in their 
“war” on the SWP and those “heavily in¬ 
clined to support” them, SPEW is set upon 
little more than an election nonaggression 


Is this article 
‘positive’? It 
will, I sincerely 
trust, ‘create 
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the author 
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pact (SPEW national circular, December 21 
2000). Along with Bakunin, their organisa¬ 
tional totem is federalism. Therefore SPEW’s 
constitution provides for what it calls mem¬ 
bers’ platforms. 

Let us call one of them the Socialist Party 
platform. These members' platforms possess 
awesome power, including the right to freely 
veto decisions at a local and regional level. 
Changes to the constitution by the annual 
conference are also subject to a members’ 
platform veto. Put in a nutshell, the SP plat¬ 
form has the anarchistic right to do as it pleases 
while being able to bureaucratically overrule 
any majority. With two-faced cynicism this is 
all proposed in the name of winning workers 
and those entering into struggle. A worthy 
objective. However, the constitution pro¬ 
posed by SPEW does not attract. Rather it 
repels. 

Militant workers know from bitter experi¬ 
ence of the real world the benefits that come 
from effective organisation. Few have the 
slightest trouble understanding the advan¬ 
tages of democracy. Trade unions expect mi¬ 
norities who have voted against strike action 
to abide by majority decisions and respect 
picket lines. Minorities certainly have no right 
of veto. The Socialist Alliance should embody 
democracy and effectiveness in its constitu¬ 
tion. The scabs’ charter drafted by SPEW 
must be rejected. 

The annual conference, in SPEW’s consti¬ 
tution, decides the policy of the Socialist Al¬ 
liance. This will be “open to all members”. The 
SWP uses the same Cl formulation, so a spe¬ 
cific comment on the annual conference is 
necessary. Obviously a strong geographical 
bias is inevitable if we leave conference - that 
is, conference votes - open to all members. 
Those living nearby the location find it easy 
to attend. Those living far away will not. That 
is why a system of elected delegates is far 
more democratic. We look forward to such an 
arrangement (there should be encouragement 
for minorities to be generously represented: 
eg, if a local Socialist Alliance is given five 
delegates, the executive committee could rec¬ 
ommend that two of them represent minority 
viewpoints). 

Not surprisingly the executive committee 
proposed by the SPEW comrades champions 
the parts rather than the whole. Six officers - 
party leader, treasurer, etc - will be elected by 
single transferable vote. Then we have six 
“representatives” of individual members; 
three “representatives” of the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance’s Euro-MPs, MPs, councillors, etc; five 
trade union “representatives”, who “must be 
either a national officer, or executive member 
of a TUC-recognised trade union”; and finally 
there are the members’ platform “representa¬ 
tives”. Through this collegiate system, with 
its complex set of restrictions, women-only 
places, etc, SPEW could find itself eclipsing 
the SWP as the dominant faction on our lead¬ 
ership. 

All such constructs now represent an ob¬ 
stacle to deepening unity and effectiveness. 
The same goes for special “guarantees”. 
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binary constitution 


Workers Power, for example, not only wants 
automatic representation for the six principal 
supporting organisations on the executive: it 
would give the same status to all “affiliated 
labour movement or community organisa¬ 
tions” ( Pre-conference bulletin 2001 p23). 
That is to ask for our executive committee to 
be flooded with “representatives” of hollow 
hades councils, defunct union branches and 
dubious local campaigns. A factionalists’ 
dream world. A nightmare for the Socialist 
Alliance. 

SPEW adds another bureaucratic twist of 
its own by inserting a clause which limits the 
influence of political organisations. No more 
than 40% of officers “at all levels” shall be¬ 
long to any one members’ platform ( Pre-con¬ 
ference bulletin 2001 p23). Unless “all” 
members’ platforms “agree". To ensure this 
SPEW has to have the B4 declaration of fac¬ 
tional affiliation. 

On the contrary we say voters - ie, mem¬ 
bers or delegates - in the Socialist Alliance 
must be free to elect whomsoever they see fit. 
Presumably in the SPEW system successful 
candidates would be declared null and void 
and be turfed out if they took the quota of their 
political organisation above the 40% cutoff? 
And who decides which candidate is to be 
given the boot? What happens if one of the 
officers subsequently decided to join a mem¬ 
bers’ platform and thereby took it over the 
fixed quota? What happens if the SWP ab¬ 
sorbs the International Socialist Group? 
Would lists of nominations “at all levels” be 
policed by the executive committee? The 
SPEW constitution is actually not designed 
to work. It is unworkable. But it does serve as 
a - threadbare - propaganda cover for SPEW’s 
anarchist rejection of Socialist Alliance de¬ 
mocracy. 

So how should the executive committee be 
elected? The SWP proposes election by slate. 
A number of other submissions, including the 
CPGB’s, use exactly the same formulation. 
After thinking about it, I now believe this to 
be a mistake. How it is supposed to function 
can be gleaned from the SWP’s ‘national 
policy-making structure’ section. The ‘alter¬ 
native vote’ system suggested by the SWP 
means that members/delegates will chose in 
descending order between rival slates. If no 
slate gains an absolute majority, then the slate 
with the least votes will be eliminated and 
those votes distributed according to the next 
preference. In the course of that process one 
slate sooner or latter gains an absolute major¬ 
ity. The 20 or 30 comrades on that slate now 
constitute our executive committee. 

What are the pitfalls? Ownership of the 
slates lies not with the conference. The parts, 
the factions, draw up their preferred list and 
bargain with various individuals and compet¬ 
ing factions. At present that means the SWP 
rules supreme. Everyone else can only hope 
to gain a place on the leadership of our organi¬ 
sation at the behest of that faction. Backroom 
deals will determine the content of the major¬ 
ity slate. There is no transparency. No demo¬ 
cratic supervision. Dave Church, the Socialist 
Alliance’s membership secretary, is not off the 
mark when he says that individual, unaligned, 
members are “becoming wary” that our 
present arrangement could leave them in the 
position of being “used” by the principal sup¬ 
porting organisations (Pre-conference bulle¬ 
tin 2001 plO). That wariness can only but be 
compounded by introducing the SWP’s slate 
system. 

A couple of other objections. One, the ex¬ 
istence of excluded, oppositional, factions are 
encouraged, not discouraged. Two, non-fac- 
tional individuals - that is, those unaligned ‘in¬ 
dependents’ not included on the majority slate 
- have no chance of finding their way through. 
Popular, but perhaps difficult, comrades will 
either have to draw up then' own or stand on 
equally no-hope slates. That or kowtow be¬ 
fore the dominant faction. A bad atmosphere 
which rewards toadying, not forthright criti¬ 
cism. 


Some comrades in the Socialist Alliance say we 
should settle for a loose conglomeration of leftwing 
groups and local campaigns. Others want a ‘relatively 
durable’ united front. For these comrades the word 
‘party’, when it comes to the Socialist Alliance, is an 
anathema. It is as if they were anarchists. 

Of course such comrades already have their own 
‘party’. Jack Conrad argues, however, that there is no 
party. They are groups or, worse, sects. Members who 
disagree with the prescribed ‘line’ are expected to 
gag themselves in public. Either that or face expul¬ 
sion. 

Such organisations might have had some justifica¬ 
tion as long as they kept alive the embers of the revo¬ 
lutionary tradition. No longer. The Socialist Alliance 
must become a party and seek to arm itself with the 
most advanced theory. 

In reality we are already a party in many senses. 
We have a common elected leadership, common 
election candidates and common finances. The So¬ 
cialist Alliance is also officially registered as a party. 
What matters is not the name, but creating a genu¬ 
ine party ethos. Drawing on an extensive study of his¬ 
tory and containing a thorough analysis of the 
submissions to the Socialist Alliance’s pivotal De¬ 
cember 1 conference, this booklet presents the ways 
and means of arriving at that end. 

The second edition of Towards a Socialist Alliance 
party contains extensive new ma¬ 
terial and has been updated 
throughout. 

£7.00 

(Includes p&p) 
Available from the CPGB address 
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No doubt the SWP has every intention of 
being generous. The five other principal sup¬ 
porting groups and a favoured selection of 
aligned independents will be included. But 
that is not the point. No one denies that the 
majority has the absolute right to determine 
the composition of leading committees. But 
such a right can either be exercised with a 
heavy hand or through a much lighter, indi¬ 
rect, touch. 

A recommended list drawn up by an elec¬ 
tion preparation committee benefits the whole 
while taking nothing away, in terms of rights, 
from the majority or dominant faction. How 
does such a system work? The retiring execu¬ 
tive committee appoints an interim election 
preparation committee. The remit is to draw 
up a list of comrades to be recommended to 
the Socialist Alliance’s annual conference. 
There are guidelines which stipulate the need 
achieve a balanced list. Eg, gender, ethnic 
background, political faction, experience and 
geography. 

The idea is not so much to achieve fairness 
in an unfair society. Rather the election prepa¬ 
ration committee has the job of considering 
what collectivity would give us the best So¬ 
cialist Alliance leadership. An alloy that fuses 
diverse strengths makes the sharpest, the 
toughest sword. 

Once conference opens, this committee 
immediately becomes the servant or property 
of the members/delegates. The election prepa¬ 
ration committee must be democratically con¬ 
firmed and can be changed. The chair of the 
election preparation committee begins by 
delivering a preliminary report to conference. 
Members/delegates each receive a printed list 
of all the nominations to the executive com¬ 
mittee along with initial recommendations. 
There will be a number of other similar reports 
at set intervals. 

The election preparation committee meets 
in almost permanent session. Members or del¬ 
egations can oppose or support this or that 
candidate or combination of candidates be¬ 
fore the committee. Are there enough women? 
What about this prominent Socialist Alliance 


councillor? Why is that windbag included? 
Subsequent deliberations are reported to con¬ 
ference by the chair and can, of course, be 
challenged. 

Another plus: members/delegates can ac¬ 
tually listen to and judge various candidates 
in the course of the conference and its delib¬ 
erations. Both those who are, or who are not, 
on the recommended list. Excluded minorities, 
awkward but valuable individuals, have the 
distinct possibility of breaking the recom¬ 
mended list... if the election preparation com¬ 
mittee has steered in the direction of exclusion 
as opposed to inclusion. Voting is after all by 
named individual, not a take-it-or-leave-it slate. 
Every member/delegate has a set number of 
votes, say 20, and can cast them for any nomi¬ 
nated comrade they wish. For the sake of il¬ 
lustration that could include 19 votes for those 
on the recommended list and one who is not. 
Inclusion invites votes for the whole list, while 
exclusion would not. 

A final point. There is no ban on factions, 
or even non-factional factions, drawing up 
their own recommended lists. But, instead of 
setting up one slate against another in a win- 
ner-takes-all gladiatorial contest, the election 
preparation committee and individual voting 
system advocated here institutionalises the 
huge advantages to be gained from collec¬ 
tively drawing upon all talents, all factions and 
all strengths. The dominant faction is subject 
to moral pressure and scrutiny. No more. The 
recommended list system is not perfect. No 
system can claim that. It is though admirably 
suited to the Socialist Alliance. 

The CPGB welcomes the proposal coming 
from the SWP that officers should be directly 
appointed by the executive committee itself. 
C5 actually says “from amongst” the execu¬ 
tive. The treasurer, chair, nominating officer, 
trade union organiser, etc, should be elected 
when and where needed, not according to 
some snapshot popularity poll by an atom¬ 
ised membership. That is right. The mayoral 
or presidential system never had a legitimate 
place in our tradition. It crowns would-be la¬ 
bour kings like Arthur Scargill. Officers should 
be strictly accountable to their peers. They 
should be elected and replaceable by those 
whom they work alongside. If a comrade drops 
out because of illness, pique or work pres¬ 
sures, another comrade can easily be elected. 
By the same measure those officers who fail 
or who become isolated from the political 
majority can be replaced without humiliation 
or the drama of a full-blown special conference. 

Incidentally, while on the subject of offic¬ 
ers, there have been some foolish mutterings, 
warning us against the idea of authoritative 
leaders. For example, having clashed with 
Dave Nellist, our chair, on more than one oc¬ 
casion, John Nicholson, our joint coordina¬ 
tor, says he wants to avoid what he calls the 
“cult of leadership”. He has floated the sug¬ 
gestion of two co-chairs. His model is the 
Green Party. Ours should be the Bolshevik 
Pally and Lenin. August Bebel, Rosa Luxem¬ 
burg and Leon Trotsky could also be cited. 
Communists and revolutionary socialists 
treasure and well know the value of tried and 
tested leaders. 

Tommy Sheridan has for instance played 
an outstanding role in the Scottish Socialist 
Party as an acknowledged leader - putting to 
one side ideological criticisms of his left re¬ 
formism, nationalism, etc. As long as there is 
the robust culture of questioning, regular elec¬ 
tions, recallability and the right to form tem¬ 
porary or permanent factions, then there 
should be no fear of ‘leadership cults’. Cer¬ 
tainly what the Socialist Alliance has suffered 
from is lack of leadership, not the cult of lead¬ 
ership. We therefore seek to create the condi¬ 
tions for more and better leadership. 

Having said that, what rhyme or reason is 
there in listing six named positions in the 
SWP’s constitution - unless there is a legal 
requirement? We support the principle of 
every level of the Socialist Alliance electing, 
and if need be recalling, its officers. But flex¬ 


ibility when it comes to specific positions and 
responsibilities is best way to proceed. The 
executive should also be able to appoint of¬ 
ficers and subcommittees from outside its 
ranks too. The idea of cooption, albeit by a 
two-thirds majority (included in C7), is not, 
however, one we would support unless those 
elected were limited to a voice but no vote on 
the executive committee. Cooption with a vote 
is prone to flagrant abuse. That way a major¬ 
ity can make itself into an overbearing one. 

There is a constitutional time bomb ticking 
in the SWP’s constitutional clauses C9 to C14. 
The comrades call this time bomb the Social¬ 
ist Alliance’s ‘national council’ (Pre-confer¬ 
ence bulletin 2001 p20). Their national council 
will consist of members of the executive com¬ 
mittee along with one delegate from each af¬ 
filiated local and regional Socialist Alliance. 
The national council “will be able to determine 
policy” and in parallel to the executive com¬ 
mittee “will be responsible for the running of 
the national organisation, for finances, mem¬ 
bership, arrangements of national meetings, 
communications with local groups and indi¬ 
viduals, national bulletin production and dis¬ 
tribution. liaison with other groups and 
organisations, arrangements for seeking and 
enabling electoral unity; and any other mat¬ 
ters delegated to them by the annual confer¬ 
ence” (C12). 

Why two committees and the entwining of 
powers? Revolutionary socialists and com¬ 
munists have in general opposed bicameral 
constitutions as much as they have the elec¬ 
tion of monarchical officers. The executive-na¬ 
tional council division is a recipe for 
generating tension, though the eventual tri¬ 
umph of the executive over the national coun¬ 
cil is almost inevitable. One meets frequently, 
monthly, and consists of those with the levers 
entirely in their hands. The other is slow, quar¬ 
terly, and easily thwarted. Frustration, how¬ 
ever, breeds resentment and even revolt. An 
appeals committee, or control commission, 
would be an excellent idea. But two centres of 
executive power will structurally imbalance 
and weaken the Socialist Alliance. 

In the midst of a big political challenge - a 
general election, outbreak of war, etc - that 
could prove very harmful. A concrete exam¬ 
ple. The Socialist Alliance executive commit¬ 
tee agreed to condemn the September 11 
terrorist attacks on New York and Washing¬ 
ton. The SWP found itself in a small minority. 
The subsequent Liaison Committee - to all 
intents and purposes the national council by 
another name - meeting on October 6 had a 
clear SWP majority. It could have reversed 
that “condemn” formulation with the SWP’s 
“we cannot condone” if the issue had been 
pressed. 

At present that would not trigger a consti¬ 
tutional crisis. The Liaison Committee elects 
the executive. What happens though when 
that is no longer the case? What happens 
when two committees are elected according 
to two different systems and therefore rest on 
two different sources of legitimacy - on the 
one hand the annual conference and on the 
other a quarterly mixture of executive members 
and branch and regional delegates. 

Calling regular delegate meetings to discuss 
and vote on specific questions would be ben¬ 
eficial. The national council should be able to 
decide upon all matters put to it by the execu¬ 
tive committee. Votes have an indicative sta¬ 
tus - a declaration, a call, a considered opinion, 
etc. But introducing dual power - a second 
centre of power, a House of Lords - is to set 
the stage for a damaging clash. Much better 
to have a clear line of responsibility going from 
the top to the bottom: at the apex stands the 
annual conference with legitimacy running 
down from there to the executive - which rep¬ 
resents the whole in between the annual con¬ 
ference - and then to the regions, workplace 
and geographical branches, and finally the 
individual member. This is the sort of organi¬ 
sational structure favoured and advocated by 
the CPGB • 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


Follow the SSP example 

Dave Craig of the Revolutionary Democratic Group argues that the December 1 conference of the 
Socialist Alliance should agree on the eventual aim of transforming the SA into a party 


T he Revolutionary Democratic Group, in 
common with the CPGB and other So¬ 
cialist Alliance supporting organisa¬ 
tions, is making the case for an SA party. We 
have put, or will shortly be putting, our argu¬ 
ments to meetings in Hackney, Bedfordshire, 
Merseyside, Greenwich and Southwark. We 
believe our case is strong. We are ready to 
debate the issues with anybody in the SA, 
anywhere, any time. 

Of course the war in Afghanistan does make 
a significant difference. So I will confine my 
remarks in this article to arguments that were 
valid before September 11 and the subsequent 
outbreak of war. I hope to show in a future 
article why the war gives the issue of party a 
new and more vital impetus. 

Our ‘line’ can be briefly summarised as fol¬ 
lows: we should follow the example of the Scot¬ 
tish Socialist Party. The SSP made a 
successful transition from the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Alliance. We are not proposing simply a 
copy, but seeking to match and improve on 
their experience. If our Scottish comrades can 
do it, so can we. 

Our estimate of the state of (pre-war) con¬ 
sciousness in the SA is that we are not ready 
to make the transition to an SSP-type party 
on December 1. We have in any case not been 
properly prepared for such a move by our lead¬ 
ership. We must make a number of key con¬ 
stitutional reforms. 

First and foremost, we must adopt the aim 
of setting up a party, when the time is right. 
We must agree we will not become a party 
without a founding conference called specifi¬ 
cally for that purpose. That is the democratic 
way to launch a new party. We must not be¬ 
come a party by bureaucratic manipulation. 
Second, we must as a matter of urgency es¬ 
tablish a Socialist Alliance newspaper. Finally, 
we need a transitional SA constitution based 
on the principles of democratic federalism. 

The case for a new party of the left goes 
back a long way. Arthur Scargill and Tommy 
Sheridan are the two most important working 
class leaders who have made the case not only 
in theory, but in practice. It is perhaps no co¬ 
incidence that these two are famous for their 
leading roles in the two most significant class 
struggles of the 1980s: the miners’ strike and 
the anti-poll tax movement. 

The argument goes something like this. 
There is a massive gap to the left of New La¬ 
bour. Labour has abandoned its socialist tra¬ 
ditions and the CPGB, which was the focal 
point for industrial militants, was liquidated. 
Not counting the phoenix of course! The revo¬ 
lutionary left has been unable to fill the gap 
on its own. Meanwhile there is real discon¬ 
tent and alienation among sections of the 
working class. The Liberal Democrats, greens, 
nationalists and the BNP are busy exploiting 
the situation. 

There is real danger for the working class 
movement. Workers need their own party, 
independent of the corrupt and bankrupt La¬ 
bour Party. We need a party that unites all the 
forces of the left. We need a real alternative. 
Whilst we cannot conjure this up out of thin 
air, the SA is now the best opportunity we 
have. 

In the last year, the SA has begun to lay 
claim to the title of new party of the left. A major 
step forward was made at the Binninghanr con¬ 
ference. This laid the basis for the 2001 elec¬ 
tion manifesto People before profit. This 
document, despite all its weaknesses, has 
central importance to the SA project. 

It is the product of a democratic process. 
After much debate, including disagreements 
about militant republicanism, we united 
around the manifesto and fought the general 
election together. The left can disagree with¬ 
out having a split. The 2001 manifesto gave 
the SA an independent political existence. It 



Tommy Sheridan: he’s the leader 


We need a 
party that 
unites all the 
forces of the 
left. We need 
a real 
alternative 


was not the Socialist Workers Party. Socialist 
Party, CPGB, Alliance for Workers’ Liberty or 
even the RDG. The SA had begun to develop 
a politics of its own. 

The present evolution of the SA can be 
found in the contradictions hidden within this 
manifesto. We have identified two, although 
no doubt there are many more. The first of 
these is between the contents of the mani¬ 
festo and the SWP-inspired priority pledges, 
which are printed on the back cover. 

The RDG refers to People before profit as 
a republican socialist manifesto. We do so for 
good reason. It calls for the abolition of the 
constitutional monarchy, but not the abolition 
of parliament. It does not call for a workers’ 
republic, workers’ state or the dictatorship of 
the proletariat. Neither does it confine itself to 
simply ‘improving’ or preserving the existing 
constitution, as Blair and the Liberal Demo¬ 
crats do. 

Everybody seems to be in denial over this. 
Hardly anybody in the SA wants to admit to 
republicanism, never mind actually promoting 
it. We can call the document a socialist mani¬ 
festo, but definitely not a republican socialist 
manifesto. Look at the SA election priority 
pledges. No mention of democracy, republi¬ 
canism or war! What a narrow view of poli¬ 
tics. The pledges imply that in the short teim 
the priority of the SA is to be loyal subjects of 
her majesty’s government. We are just ask¬ 
ing for a few economic and social reforms. We 
don’t want the keys to the bakery - just give 
us some crumbs! 

Even Peter Manson, the editor of Weekly 
Worker, who should know better, argued that 
the 2001 manifesto was not a republican so¬ 
cialist manifesto. Perhaps Peter is the kind of 
person that thinks that if he puts on a big hat 
and funny moustache, we won’t know it is 
him. But Marxism is to see through every dis¬ 
guise and expose the truth. 

If I said, ‘Look, that is Peter over there in 
disguise’, he would still try to deny it. He would 
prove it by asking all his friends. Guess what? 
Not a single person recognised him! We all 
know that comrade Craig is biased. He has a 
political reason to call it a republican socialist 
manifesto. But almost evetybody else has a 


political interest to deny it. Even if Peter took 
his hat and moustache off and said, ‘Look, it’s 
me’, his friends would still say, ‘No, it isn’t. 
We remember Peter and he had different col¬ 
oured hah'.’ 

Peter does not recognise a republican so¬ 
cialist manifesto, even though it is staring him 
in the face. Perhaps he fears it is a slippery 
slope that will lead him to the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party. He loves the CPGB. He wants eve¬ 
rybody to joint it. The next best thing is that 
the S A simply adopts the min-max programme 
and becomes the CPGB. That might be a good 
idea, but it is not based on the real movement 
of the advanced part of the class. 

In Scotland, the SSA became the SSP. That 
is evidence of real movement. Nobody is 
claiming that England is in advance of that. 
SWP, SP, AWL, CPGB and RDG supporters 
are all in the SSP. Workers Power and the In¬ 
ternational Socialist Group are either in it, or 
would be if they had members north of the 
border. In truth, none of these organisations 
has principled or serious objections. 

How can the RDG and the CPGB ever hope 
to unite if the CPGB will not call a spade a 
spade? Especially when the main problem we 
are facing is the economism of the SWP. If the 
CPGB can prove scientifically that the 2001 
manifesto only calls for the reform of the con¬ 
stitutional monarchy, or that it calls for a work¬ 
ers’ state, then the RDG will throw in the towel 
and apply to join the CPGB immediately. 

The second contradiction can be found in 
the introduction to the manifesto by Dave 
Nellist, the chair of the national network of So¬ 
cialist Alliances. In his election address to the 
British people, Dave says: “On the basis of 
the pluralist, democratic involvement of the 
different strands of socialism, which we have 
brought together in this coalition, we believe 
we can grow, and offer a greater challenge to 
the established parties.” 

The stress here is on the coalition or united 
front. But two paragraphs later he says: “In 
this election we won’t get the same atten¬ 
tion as the establishment parties - but we aim 
to be the major minor party.” I applaud this 
statement. Whether it is major minor or mi¬ 
nor major party, I do not care. But the aim of 


a patty is surely not just bullshit for fooling 
the electorate. Did Dave Nellist mean what 
he said? 

There is a democratic point here. What 
Dave said about the aim of party was his per¬ 
sonal opinion. As chair this carries consider¬ 
able weight. At the December conference, the 
rank and file membership must be allowed to 
vote to confirm that Dave’s statement actu¬ 
ally represents the majority view. It is surely 
his responsibility as chair to ensure that de¬ 
mocracy prevails on this point. 

The Workers Power draft constitution has 
the merit of containing a clause that refers to 
the aim of a party. But it is hardly democratic, if 
the only way we can vote for the aim of a party, 
is to vote for the rest of the Workers Power 
package. This is why the RDG has submitted 
the following motion about the democratic road 
to a party to the SA conference: 

1. This conference agrees that the SA should 
include amongst its agreed aims the setting 
up of a new party when the conditions are 
right. 

2. When the SA, through its representative 
bodies, decides that conditions are right, this 
(December 1 2001) conference agrees that the 
party should be launched by means of a 
founding conference. Sufficient notice must 
be given to members, and allowance made for 
the necessary preparation time, to ensure a 
successful launch of the new party. 

The conference arrangements committee 
must ensure that members get the opportu¬ 
nity to vote for or against the aim of a party. If 
we pass this motion, we agree to become a 
party eventually. 

The question of the date is not for now. It 
would be a piece of self-indulgent nonsense 
to spend time discussing dates. Everybody 
has a different opinion. But the SP, CPGB, WP, 
AWL and ISG are all agreed we want a new 
party eventually - that is, five of the six princi¬ 
pal organisations. Many independent mem¬ 
bers also want a party. Many of those who 
joined during the election mistakenly think we 
are a party already. 

Pete McLaren, a founder member and a 
comrade who has played a major role in build¬ 
ing the SA, does not want an SA party. He 
has more of a libertarian perspective. He may 
be representative of 10% or many more of the 
membership. Either way, a test of SA democ¬ 
racy would be whether such comrades felt 
they had a fair chance to put their case against. 
As long as it was done democratically, com¬ 
rades like Pete who do not want a party could 
live with the aim. 

This simply poses other questions. Will the 
SP back Dave Nellist in his aim of a new party? 
They should do in terms of their call for a work¬ 
ers’ party to be formed eventually. What about 
the SWP? In truth they have not made up their 
minds yet. They could dump Mike Marqus- 
ee and form a libertarian block with Pete 
McLaren. Will the pro-party forces allow the 
SWP to avoid the question of aims? Which 
way will the SWP jump if they cannot avoid 
voting on it? It is one of the interesting ques¬ 
tions for December 1. 

Finally we might ask whether adopting the 
aim of a party would make any particular dif¬ 
ference to the S A in 2002? Comrade Rob Hove- 
man (SWP) tells us that we have no need to 
wony about becoming a party. If some of us 
think it quacks like a duck, then it is a duck. 
Not if Rob is making the quacking sounds it 
ain’t. The aim of a party moves the whole 
debate on. It means that the SA is still a cam¬ 
paign and not yet a party. But it becomes a 
campaign for a party. Our interventions will 
become much sharper with more collective 
purpose. Should the anti-war movement or the 
trade union movement back a new party? We 
will definitely need an S A paper to supply the 
answers • 





Women and the 
revolution, 1921 


When the CPGB was formed 
in 1921 only one in eight of 
its members were women. 
While this proportion 
reflected the level of 
involvement of women in 
the labour movement 
generally, it presented an 
obstacle to Party work 
among a strategically 
important and oppressed 
section of the working class. 

It was 11 months before 
the first significant article 
on the communist approach 
to the women’s question 
appeared in the Party 
paper. This situation was not 
unique to Britain. Within the 
Communist Party of 
Germany at this time - the 
Comintern’s largest section 
outside the Soviet Union - 
there were objections that, 
despite repeated 
resolutions on developing 
work around women which 
had been voted through at 
successive congresses, little 
had been done to 
implement them. 

Nevertheless, the 
Communist International 
and its constituent parties 
carried forward and 
developed the best 
elements of the old Second 
International’s work among 
women, and with it some of 
its finest female cadre. For 
example, in Russia, 
Alexandra Kollontai; in 
Germany, KPD founder and 
leading theorist Rosa 
Luxemburg, women’s leader 
Clara Zetkin, and Party 
leader in the mid-1920s, 

Ruth Fischer. 

This short article by 
Leonora Thomas is very 
much of its time, reflecting 
the position of women as 
hosewives. This is combined 
with a utopian socialist, 
futuristic, recipe-mongering. 
Nevertheless in its fierce 
denunciation of inequality 
under capitalism it remains 
relevant. 

In January 1922 the Party 
set up a Women’s 
Department under Helen 
Crawford, who was also the 
‘women’s representative’ on 
the Party’s political bureau. 
The first CPGB women’s 
conference was held in May 
1924. 


I f a woman, greatly daring, suggests 
to the male revolutionist that there 
is a woman’s problem to be solved 
by revolution, she is met with one of 
two answers. The first and most com¬ 
mon is that women are a damned nui¬ 
sance. The second is that the women’s 
problem is the same as the man’s. 

There is certainly much to be said for 
the first answer. The difficulties of the 
transition period of revolution would 
be less if there were no women; but as 
matters are it is worse than useless to 
funk the problem. 

As to the second answer, only in so 
far as revolution is the only hope for 
women’s emancipation is the problem 
the same as the man’s. But just be¬ 
cause the woman’s position under 
capitalism is different from the man’s, 
she has even more to gain than he has 
by the overthrow of that system. 

Under capitalism women are, ac¬ 
cording to their class, either slaves or 
parasites. The agitation for the vote or 
the entry of women into industry and 
the professions has not altered wom¬ 
en’s position in the mass. The greater 
freedom and independence of a few 
middle-class women does not affect 
the problem: and it was no desire for 
freedom that sent working class women 
into industry. 

Observe the position of the latter. 
Economic circumstances forced the 
children of the workers into factories 
when they should have been at 
school, and economic circumstances 
keep the women in industry after mar¬ 
riage. Conditions are no better in those 
homes where both man and woman are 
working, because wages under our 
present system are based on the fam¬ 
ily standard. The effect of the entry of 
women into industry has been either 
to reduce men’s wages, as in the cot¬ 
ton industry, or to drive them out, as in 
the teaching industry. Working for 
wages has done nothing, and can do 
nothing, towards woman’s emancipa¬ 
tion except to put her in the position to 
join the ranks of the organised work¬ 
ers 

We do not get to grips with the prob¬ 
lem until we realise that the greatest 
factor in a woman’s life is her sex and 
that the fact that she is a potential 
mother dominates all else. It not only 
concerns the home and social relations, 
but has its reaction throughout indus¬ 
try, too. A woman’s probable marriage 
and consequent departure from indus¬ 
try is an excuse for low wages and for 
blind alley occupations. Her occupa¬ 
tion is marriage. 

And what does marriage mean to the 
majority of working women? In the 
Daily Herald recently women gave 
timetables of their day’s work. Their 
working day lasted in most cases from 
6.30am to 10pm. The conditions of 
some are worse than others, but all are 
bad. Anyone with knowledge of min¬ 
ing villages knows the horrible round 
of unmitigated toil which is the lot of 
the miner’s wife. Primitive housing con¬ 
ditions make matters worse, but better 
houses would not alter the fact that the 
average married woman works too long 
and has little or no recreation. 

What is even more dreadful is her 
lack of communal life. Many women 
spend week after week, year after year, 
with no other human intercourse than 
that of husband and children - a terri¬ 
ble isolation, conducive to the reten- 



Rosa Luxemburg 


tion of ancient superstitions and the 
dwarfing of the race. 

The work of motherhood and house¬ 
keeping is arduous and highly techni¬ 
cal, involving as it does several other 
occupations, such as cooking, teach¬ 
ing and nursing. For this the working 
girl has no training. In other times girls 
were trained by their mothers, so that 
any natural inability was to some ex¬ 
tent minimised. 

It is customary to disguise the deep 
social injury of this lack of training un¬ 
der the false sentiment of ‘a mother 
knows by instinct’. As well as a man 
knows by instinct how to be a doctor. 

This, then, is a woman’s position un¬ 
der capitalism. Before marriage she is a 
wage slave usually under worse con¬ 
ditions than a man; after man'iage she 
is a slave to a bad housekeeping sys¬ 
tem and forced to do work for which 
she is untrained and in many cases 
temperamentally unfitted, and she is 
shut off from any communal life. 

What will be her position after the 
revolution? How will the revolution 
solve the problem? 

The need for greater production and 
saving of available material will proba¬ 
bly force a communal housekeeping 
system even during the transition pe¬ 
riod. Women with the ability to do on 
a large scale what they did before on a 
small scale will quickly find their 
places. The others will be absorbed 
into occupations for which they are 
fitted, and. as time goes on, the proc¬ 
ess of selection and training will alter 
the whole status of the women doing 
the work that was previously done in 
separate houses. 

Those doing house cleaning will be 
organised in a house cleaners’ guild. 


which will not be composed entirely of 
married women, but of all - men and 
women - who are engaged in any part 
of house cleaning. As members of the 
guild they will be entitled to vote for or 
be the delegates to, the workers’ com¬ 
mittee, and so take a pail in the govern¬ 
ment of the commune. 

The sensible and economic organi¬ 
sation of what is now classed under 
the head of housekeeping will not only 
abolish slave conditions but will also 
release an enormous volume of energy 
and ability to serve the community in 
other occupations. 

How about the children? someone 
asks. A woman during her actual child¬ 
bearing period will be exempt from any 
work which would injure the health of 
herself or the child. When the time 
comes for the child to go to school the 
mother will resume her other occupa¬ 
tion. 

Under the capitalist system the chil¬ 
dren of the workers are taken from their 
mothers at four or five years to be edu¬ 
cated by the state. The probability is 
that this time will be lessened as the 
tendency is towards Montessori meth¬ 
ods, and nursery schools. This, of 
course, does not mean that the children 
will be separated from the mother: but 
for a certain period - four or five hours 
a day - the children will be with other 
children playing, and the mother will be 
working, perhaps in the nursery 
schools, perhaps at housework, per¬ 
haps as an architect. 

So revolution will mean ‘the break¬ 
ing up of the home’, but not in the 
sense that the users of that phrase 
imply. All social customs are a reflex of 
the economic system, and under com¬ 
munism the possessive impulse which 
is largely responsible for our present 
social customs will be restricted. 

These are the developments which 
I think are bound to occur, but we ought 
to consider them, talk of them and pre¬ 
pare for them. Men are not revolution¬ 
ists because they accept certain 
principles, but because they see that 
those principles, applied to society, 
would secure better conditions for 
them and their fellows. It is essential 
that women, whose interests are so 
largely confined to the home, should 
see that those principles have a direct 
reaction on the conditions in which 
they live their lives • 

The Communist July 9 1921 


What we 
fight for 

• Our central aim is to reforge the 
Communist Party of Great Britain. 
Without this Party the working class 
is nothing; with it, it is everything. 

• The Communist Party serves the 
interests of the working class. We 
fight all forms of opportunism and 
revisionism in the workers’ move¬ 
ment because they endanger those 
interests. We insist on open ideo¬ 
logical struggle in order to fight out 
the correct way forward for our 
class. 

• Marxism-Leninism is powerful be¬ 
cause it is true. Communists relate 
theory to practice. We are material¬ 
ists; we hold that ideas are deter¬ 
mined by social reality and not the 
other way round. 

• We believe in the highest level of 
unity among workers. We fight for 
the unity of the working class of all 
countries and subordinate the 
struggle in Britain to the world revo¬ 
lution itself. The liberation of human¬ 
ity can only be achieved through 
world communism. 

• The working class in Britain needs 
to strike as a fist. This means all com¬ 
munists should be organised into a 
single Party. We oppose all forms of 
separatism, which weakens our 
class. 

• Socialism can never come through 
parliament. The capitalist class will 
never peacefully allow their system 
to be abolished. Socialism will only 
succeed through working class 
revolution and the replacement of the 
dictatorship of the capitalists with 
the dictatorship of the working 
class. Socialism lays the basis for the 
conscious planning of human af¬ 
fairs: ie, communism. 

• We support the right of nations to 
self-determination. In Britain today 
this means the struggle for Irish free¬ 
dom should be given full support by 
the British working class. 

• Communists are champions of the 
oppressed. We fight for the libera¬ 
tion of women, the ending of racism, 
bigotry and all other forms of chau¬ 
vinism. Oppression is a direct result 
of class society and will only finally 
be eradicated by the ending of class 
society. 

• War and peace, pollution and the 
environment are class questions. No 
solution to the world’s problems can 
be found within capitalism. Its cease¬ 
less drive for profit puts the world 
at risk. The future of humanity de¬ 
pends on the triumph of commu¬ 
nism. 

• We urge all who accept these prin¬ 
ciples to join us. A Communist Party 
Supporter reads and fights to build 
the circulation of the Party’s pub¬ 
lications; contributes regularly to 
the Party’s funds and encourages 
others to do the same; where possi¬ 
ble, builds and participates in the 
work of a Communist Party Support¬ 
ers Group. 
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Sectarian patch-up 


f flf at first you don’t succeed ... 

I change the rules and try again.’ 

H It was on this basis that the 
secretary of state for Northern Ireland, 
Dr John Reid, contrived to resolve the 
latest crisis in the peace process. But 
the ‘resolution’ itself threw into the 
sharpest possible relief all the intrinsic 
contradictions that have bedevilled the 
process, and the institutions to which 
it gave birth, ever since the inception 
some three and a half years ago of the 
Good Friday Agreement. 

As we have consistently argued, far 
from being a solution to the problem 
of oppression and injustice in the Six 
Counties, far from addressing the 
genuine fears of both the catholic and 
the protestant working class commu¬ 
nities as to how they might live to¬ 
gether, the Good Friday Agreement 
merely institutionalised the sectarian 
divide. Off came the balaclavas; on 
came the suits. But the stubborn fact 
remains that, rooted in their mutually 
antipathetic cultures, neither side has 
evinced any real desire to see the sur¬ 
vival of the artificial, cross-sectarian 
politics to which they committed them¬ 
selves, on paper, in 1998. 

Time and again since 1998, Sinn Fein 
has demonstrated its political acuity, 
both in strategy and tactics. In Gerry 
Adams and Martin McGuinness, the 
republican movement has produced 
leaders who are formidable politicians. 
Of course, they want to build on the 
significant electoral gains that they 
have already achieved in the north of 
Ireland - the next elections to the legis¬ 
lative assembly can be expected to see 
Sinn Fein become the dominant force 
among the catholic/nationalist popu¬ 
lation; of course, they are determined 
to use the Good Friday Agreement as 
a stepping stone for future advances. 
But, with the approach of a general 
election in the south, their sights are 
set on more important goals. Ulti¬ 
mately, the north can be left to demo¬ 
graphics as far as they are concerned. 

By contrast, the forces of unionism 
are split from top to bottom. On the 
one hand you have Ian Paisley and his 
Democratic Unionist Party, together 
with a ragbag of independent anti¬ 
agreement unionists, who, Canute-like, 
can be relied upon to deny the very ex¬ 
istence of the incoming tide until it fi¬ 
nally engulfs them. Given the 
polarisation of the protestant commu¬ 
nity, as evidenced by the June 7 gen¬ 
eral and local election results, no 
wonder that the DUP sees some hope 
in Paisley’s last stand. On the other 
hand, you have the leadership of the 
Ulster Unionist Party around David 
Trimble, that has objectively seen the 
writing on the wall and wants to shore 
up the harbour defences of unionist/ 
orange hegemony so long as they can 
hold out. However, the UUP is deeply 
divided and increasingly disoriented 
with its anti-agreement wing continu¬ 
ing to make headway. It is evidently a 
party ripe for disintegration. 

It is against this background that re¬ 
cent events should be considered. In 
the euphoric afterglow of the decision 
by the Provisional Army Council of the 



Irish Republican Army to embark on 
decommissioning, the grin was back 
on Trimble’s face. After a cosy chat 
with general John de Chastelain of the 
Independent International Commis¬ 
sion for Decommissioning, Trimble an¬ 
nounced that he was “prepared” to 
seek re-election as first minister of the 
legislative assembly - very gracious of 
him indeed. Lauded by the broadsheet 
press for his ‘staunchness’ - ie, the 
grandstanding stunt of his resignation 
as first minister, which had created yet 
another artificial crisis in the peace 
process in the first place - Trimble’s re¬ 
sumption of his role appeared to be 
more or less a foregone conclusion. 

Not so. On Friday November 2, two 
UUP MLAs, Pauline Armitage and Pe¬ 
ter Weir, upset the applecart by defect¬ 
ing to the DUP/unionist anti-agree¬ 
ment camp in the crucial vote on the 
restoration of Trimble’s office. This was 
an accident waiting to happen, and its 
consequences in terms of the law were 
potentially very serious for the future 
of the institutions. 

According to the provisions of the 
Northern Ireland Act, the legal basis of 
the Good Friday Agreement, key votes 
in the legislative assembly, including, 
obviously, the election of a first minis¬ 
ter and his deputy, must receive not 
only an overall majority of MLAs, but 
a majority in both of the two recognised 
blocs: those who have designated 
themselves as either unionist or na¬ 
tionalist - in effect, the UUP/DUP/in- 
dependent unionists on the one hand, 
and the SDLP/Sinn Fein on the other. 
The votes of non-aligned members (in 
this case, five members of the Alliance 
Party and two members of the Wom¬ 
en’s Coalition, being legally regarded 
as ‘others’) actually count for nothing. 
Their votes can never make a differ¬ 
ence, since it is always the winning of 
unionist and nationalist majorities that 
is decisive - a perfect illustration of the 
institutionalisation of sectarianism. 

Trimble and SDLP leader-designate 


Mark Durkan gained over 70% of the 
vote on November 2, with the nation¬ 
alist bloc voting unanimously in their 
favour, but crucially the defection of 
Armitage and Weir meant that they 
failed to gain a simple majority from the 
unionist bloc. In this situation, the sec¬ 
retary of state was confronted by two 
options: either once again to employ 
the legal loophole of a temporary, over¬ 
night suspension of the institutions, 
creating a six-week breathing-space for 
further negotiations, or to call new elec¬ 
tions to the legislative assembly in 
advance of the 18-month deadline 
within which they must in any event 
take place. 

Dr Reid had already used the theat¬ 
rical 24-hour suspension tactic in the 
wake of Trimble’s July 1 resignation 
stunt, but on this occasion he chose 
not to do so. Why? Apparently be¬ 
cause further use of this stratagem had 
specifically been precluded, as part of 
the British government’s deal with the 
IRA over decommissioning. Self-evi¬ 
dently, given the results of the June 7 
polls, both Sinn Fein and the DUP were 
keen to see fresh elections as soon as 
possible. 

Hence, enter the world of Alice in 
Wonderland politics, in which, by tem¬ 
porarily agreeing to redesignate them¬ 
selves as ‘unionists’, the Alliance 
Party could save the day for Trimble 
and Westminster, and in the process 
win concessions whereby in future the 
votes of the non-aligned parties in the 
LA might actually count for something. 

In terms of section 16 of the North¬ 
ern Ireland Act, the DUP had an argu¬ 
able case that Reid had acted 
unlawfully by ignoring the deadline, 
and that elections should be called 
forthwith, but the decision of Mr Jus¬ 
tice Kerr to reject the DUP’s applica¬ 
tion for a judicial review was 
predictable, given the overriding po¬ 
litical considerations. However, the 
Northern Ireland secretary had to con¬ 
cede that he ought to call fresh elec¬ 
tions - eventually. The Alliance Party 
duly played its part as the backside of 
a pantomime horse, and the Trimble/ 
Durkan ticket was finally endorsed, 
even if by the narrowest of margins. 


Although the Alliance insists that it 
a ‘cross-community’ party, enjoying 
support from catholics as well as pro- 
testants, in actual fact it is of course just 
as much in favour of the status quo - 
the union - as the UUP and DUP. So its 
temporary redesignation was hardly 
out of step with the reality. 

There was a fitting denouement to 
this farce, when Trimble - no trace of 
the grin this time - announced his vic¬ 
tory in front of the TV cameras with a 
background cacophony of jeering 
calls, denouncing him as a “traitor” and 
a “cheat”, from overfed DUPers in ill- 
fitting suits. These jostling, fist-shak¬ 
ing representatives of the anti-agree¬ 
ment camp, huddled round Paisley, will 
ensure that the proximate future of the 
executive, the legislative assembly and 
its associated institutions will be far 
from peaceful. 

Morons they appear to be, morons 
indeed they are, but the concerns they 
articulate find a powerful resonance in 
the British-Irish community as a whole: 
witness the poll in the loyalist Belfast 
Telegraph last week, which showed 
that less than one in three unionists 
believe general de Chastelain’s assur¬ 
ances that the IRA has actually under¬ 
taken “a significant act of decommis¬ 
sioning”. 

According to transcripts of their 
conversation with the de Chastelain re¬ 
leased by Armitage and Weir, if they 
can be believed, only one arms dump 
has so far been decommissioned and 
there are no firm plans for further ‘dis¬ 
armament’ by the IRA. As Armitage 
put it to the general, “It appears to me 
that the reason you are not being al¬ 
lowed to tell us how much has been 
destroyed is because it is so paltry 
that it would be embarrassing. Would 
I be right?” In response, the general is 
reported to have said, “I would never 
argue against a woman’s intuition” 
{The Times November 3). 

Significantly, the deadline for Trim¬ 
ble’s re-election coincided precisely 
with the moment at which the Royal 
Ulster Constabulary ceased to exist, 
and became the Police Service of 
Northern Ireland, a development which 
Armitage claims was “too much” and 


triggered her decision to vote against 
her UUP leader. No doubt Peter Weir, 
an inveterate anti-agreement unionist, 
would say the same, though ever since 
his deselection as the UUP candidate 
for North Down, preceded by his loss 
of the UUP whip in 1999 for disloyalty, 
he has effectively been a defector in 
waiting. 

Commenting on the latest debacle, 
one British government official is 
quoted as saying: “What is needed 
now is 18 months of calm and steady 
power-sharing government to bed the 
system into place” {The Sunday Tel¬ 
egraph November 4). From the Elysian 
fields of Whitehall, such a prospect 
may seem not just desirable, but 
achievable. However, Tuesday night’s 
fracas would seem to portend a rather 
different future. Level-headed union¬ 
ists probably recognise that further 
destabilising the legislative assembly 
and the institutions of devolved gov¬ 
ernment will only play into the hands 
of Sinn Fein by ratcheting up the po¬ 
litical price for future concessions by 
the IRA. 

It is Sinn Fein, of course, that will turn 
out to be in a win-win situation. As the 
peace process stumbles from crisis to 
crisis, the party continues to garner 
support. It already represents the de 
facto voice of the republican/nation¬ 
alist community in the Six Counties, 
and is set to make gains in the south in 
next year’s Irish elections. While it 
portrays itself as the staunch defender 
of the Good Friday Agreement, in real¬ 
ity Sinn Fein has nothing to gain from 
attempting to make the Northern Ire¬ 
land institutions work. 

From our perspective, the events of 
recent days have only served to un¬ 
derline the need for a genuine demo¬ 
cratic solution, a solution that 
embraces both the catholic-Irish and 
British-Irish in a working class-led 
struggle for a united Ireland in which 
the minority would have the right to 
self-determination. Only in this way 
can sectarian antagonisms be revealed 
as facets of our common alienation 
and enslavement under the capitalist 
system • 

Michael Malkin 
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